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ABSTRACT 
A STUDY OF SPECIAL NEEDS LEARNERS AND THEIR EMPLOYMENT SUCCESS 
UPON GRADUATION FROM CARPENTRY PROGRAMS IN SELECTED VOCATIONAL 
HIGH SCHOOLS IN WESTERN MASSACHUSETTS 
(May 1987) 
B.S., University of Massachusetts/Amherst 
M.Ed., University of Massachusetts/Amherst 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts/Amherst 
Directed by: Professor Kenneth Ertel 
A study on the employment success of special needs learners and 
their worker trait characteristics was conducted for the carpentry trade 
program in three Western Massachusetts Vocational High Schools. A review 
of literature, research, legislation, and regulations provided the 
necessary information for the development of a structured interview 
instrument which was used to survey former students from the classes of 
1984 and 1985 and their employers. Comparisons were drawn between 
ratings of special needs learners, non-special needs learners, and their 
employers. 
The survey instrument was made up of thirty-eight items which 
addressed background data, worker trait characteristics, and vocational 
training. The survey instrument was administered by way of a structured 
telephone interview to thirty students and their employers. Responses 
were broken down into sub-groups of special needs learners and their 
v 
employers, and non-special needs learners and their employers. 
T-test for differences in mean ratings from sub-groups which 
consisted of students and employers were calculated. The data was 
reported in tables and illustrations showing mean ratings, frequencies, 
and percentages for worker trait characteristics and vocational training 
received by students. The information was discussed by way of 
comparisons between ratings of the special needs learners and their 
employers, and the non-special needs learners and their employers. 
Data from this study were compared to an earlier statewide study 
that compared student and employer ratings on vocational training. 
The results of this study indicated that employers of special 
needs learners rated 55% of their employees' worker trait characteristics 
as fair to good and 45% from good to very good, while employers of non¬ 
special needs learners rated 10% of their employees' worker trait 
characteristics as fair to good and 90% from good to very good. It was 
then concluded, as a result of this study, that vocational special needs 
learners in the carpentry trade are finding employment success. 
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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM 
Introduction 
Education of the 1980's is being scrutinized very closely by the 
news media. United States Congress, state legislators, local governing 
bodies, as well as by the parents of school age children. Special 
education and vocational education are being looked at especially close 
because of the high per pupil cost of these programs and the belief by 
many individuals that these programs are the answers to economic well 
being for a large and growing segment of the United States population. 
Almost ten billion dollars is spent annually for public vocational 
education in America.* In 1978 there were 15,706 public comprehensive or 
vocational high schools which offered vocational education to students in 
2 
the United States. 
Massachusetts has had a special education law, Massachusetts General 
Law Chapter 766, since September, 1974, and the United States has had a 
national special education law. Public Law 94—142, since 1975. Although 
these laws have been in existence for more than a decade, Massachusetts 
does not have a comprehensive follow-up study in place that evaluates the 
effectiveness or the impact that these laws have had on vocational 
special education programs or their success rate in placing special needs 
learners into the labor market. Are vocational special needs students 
1 
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finding and keeping employment after graduating from a vocational high 
school? 
The Massachusetts Department of Education, Divsion of Special 
Education issued a statewide assessments report in 1982. Although this 
report evaluated special education in Massachusetts, it did not take a 
close look at the secondary school systems, or the vocational schools 
with respect to special needs learners. The study did not look at the 
special needs learners’ status after high school graduation or even if 
they entered the labor market. 
The Massachusetts Department of Education, Division of Occupational 
Education also published a final report conducted by the TDR Associates, 
Inc. and it was issued in 1982.^ This was a one year study of employer 
satisfaction for vocational high school graduates in Massachusetts from 
1979 and 1980. Although the report credits the vocational schools with 
doing a good job in placing vocational students into the labor market and 
points out that employers are happy with those vocational program gradu¬ 
ates, there is no distinction or methodology to account for the special 
needs students who graduated and their particular success rates. 
Statement of the Problem 
It is well accepted in Massachusetts Vocational Schools, and it is 
also stated in Massachusetts Vocational Education Regulations (Massachu¬ 
setts General Law Chapter 74) that the primary mission of vocational 
education is employment of its vocational high school graduates. It is 
this mission of full time, entry level employment for its vocational 
3 
school trade graduates that leaves many unanswered issues with respect to 
Massachusetts General Law Chapter 766, United States Public Law 94-142, 
and vocational programs for the special needs learner in the regular 
trade programs. Special education programs do not, at present, have any 
effective evaluative data to demonstrate program success in the secondary 
vocational school systems in Massachusetts. There is a wealth of 
information about how the vocational and the special education laws are 
implemented, but very little follow-up data on the impact that these laws 
have had on the special needs learner who has now come through the system 
and graduated into the labor market. This research study was conducted 
in order to determine the success rate vocational schools had in placing 
special needs learners into jobs after graduation. A study sample from 
the carpentry program of three area vocational high schools made up the 
data base for this project. The carpentry trade was chosen because it 
has a concentration of job groups ranging in skills from finish cabinet 
making to labor intensive rough framing. The Carpentry Trade is one of 
the few traditional trade and industry programs listed on the 
occupational demand list for Massachusetts which is projected to increase 
in demand for trade qualified workers over the next ten year period. 
This should allow for maximum job placement and career flexibility on the 
part of the special needs learner, 
openings for carpenters throughout 
There are currently over 1,000 job 
Massachusetts each year. This labor 
demand also holds true for the state labor market area of Franklin, 
Hampshire, and Hampden counties. Three trade schools located in this 
4 
labor market area are: Smith Vocational Agricultural High School, 
Pathfinder Vocational Technical High School, and Franklin County 
Technical School. All three have similar carpentry trade program courses 
of study and were thus chosen for this research project. 
Purpose of the Study 
The intent of this research project was to conduct a follow-up study 
of special needs students who are graduates of secondary vocational high 
schools in Western Massachusetts. The purpose of this study was to 
generate data that would help clarify and substantiate the success rate 
the secondary vocational schools had in meeting their primary mission of 
job placement when viewed in terms of the special needs learner. This 
study compared the employer satisfaction, and the former special needs 
learner's job performance, with that of a non-special needs learner and 
his/her employer on the same performance scales. It was also the intent 
of this study to document the types of jobs performed by former 
vocational special education students in Western Massachusetts. 
The major importance of this study centered around the following 
objectives: 
1. To document the belief that the special needs learner is able to 
find employment after graduating from a vocational program of study. 
2. To show what kind of employment a special needs student can expect 
to find after program graduation from a selected trade area. 
3. To help justify the added cost of vocational special education 
programs. 
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4. To help document the belief that United States Public Law 94-142, 
United States Public Law 94-482, Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 
766 and Chapter 74 are working effectively in Massachusetts secondary 
vocational schools. 
Questions To Be Answered 
This study addressed the following questions concerning the special 
needs learner, vocational special education programs, and the local job 
opportunities open to these students after graduating from a vocational 
high school. The specific questions were: 
1. Are vocationally trained special needs learners able to find em¬ 
ployment in their trade, or related trade area after graduating from 
a vocational high school? 
2. What kind of job does a special needs learner have after graduating 
from a vocational program of study? 
3. Are vocational special needs students keeping their jobs once 
employed? 
4. Are employers of the speical needs learners satisfied with their job 
performance as compared to non—special needs learners and their 
employers? 
5. Does the employed special needs learner, who has graduated from a 
trade program, have the same ratings, job assignments, and pay, as 
non-special needs learners? 
6. Does the employer believe that the vocational program of study 
helped the student find and keep his/her employment? 
6 
7. Is the special needs learner satisfied with his/her vocational 
training which was received at the vocational high school as 
compared to non-special needs learners? 
8. How do the employers and the special needs learner's rating of 
worker trait characteristics compare? 
9. How do the employers and the non-special need learners' rating of 
worker trait characteristics compare? 
Significance of the Study 
This study has a major significance in that it is able to document 
in factual terms the ability of the vocational high schools to meet the 
special needs of handicapped students in a vocational program of study. 
This topic is timely and is needed in order to demonstrate the job market 
potential for handicapped graduates of a vocational school. Most 
Massachusetts schools have a handicapped population of fourteen to 
sixteen percent or higher,7 and the 1984-85 program distribution of all 
special education students in Massachusetts schools showed that more than 
75% of these students were in prototypes 502.1, 502.2, and 502.3 
programs.8 This study helps to document what these future graduates can 
expect to find in the labor market. This research effort was also a 
follow-up study that the vocational schools involved in the study could 
use as a means of feedback for self-evaluation to help them evaluate the 
need for any future curriculum and program changes that may be needed to 
meet the vocational and educational goals of their special needs learners 
and their employers. 
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The study documented the employer and the special needs learners’ 
job characteristics and ratings on a variety of topical areas. It was 
hoped that by answering some of the questions concerning special 
education and regular education that questions surrounding vocational 
education could be viewed in a more factual manner. 
Delimitations of the Study 
The study population consisted of a sample of convenience in Western 
Massachusetts vocational high schools. Three vocational schools were 
sampled. Given the nature of the in-depth personal telephone interviews, 
only the carpentry trade programs in each school were studied. This 
trade selection was necessary for personal case studies to be completed 
in a manageable and timely manner given the wide geographic area and the 
limited contact hours available with which to reach employers and former 
students given the nature of work hours in this trade area. The study 
consisted of a 100% sample of special needs learners from the carpentry 
trade program for the years 1984 and 1985. A simple random sample of 
non—special needs learners from the same class was also taken. This 
simple random sample resulted in 24% of the non-special needs learners in 
the 1984 and 1985 classes being surveyed to make up a one to one overall 
study sample. 
Specific handicapping conditions are not designated in this study 
because of Massachusetts’ unique method of reporting its special needs 
learners by prototype, which connotates the amount of support services 
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required out of the regular class in order for the special needs student 
to be successful. 
Basic Assumptions 
The basic assumption of this study was that a special needs student 
who graduates from a vocational program with a positive work ethic will 
be successful in obtaining and keeping employment, due in large part, to 
their vocational school training and school experience. 
Other assumptions of this study were: 
1. A special needs learner who expresses a desire and demonstrates a 
realistic aptitude for a vocational education will receive skill 
training in a trade program and when completed, be able to enter 
into gainful employment. 
2. Vocational trade areas are appropriate placements for the special 
needs learner who desires a realistic vocational program of study. 
3. Industry has employment opportunities for vocational special educa¬ 
tion program graduates. 
Definition of Terms 
For the purpose of this study, the following definition of terms 
applied: 
Cooperative Vocational Work Experience (Co-op): Employment of 
pupils from vocational schools for work experience education which 
provides supervised employment opportunities and learning experiences, 
9 
a paid or non-paid basis, for academic credit. 
on 
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Coping Skills: Those skills associated with the ability to work 
with special needs learners with a sense of empathy and understanding; 
those self-concept development procedures which help a teacher gain 
professional strength and provide them with training in assisting 
learners to develop self-concept and survival skills.^ 
Handicapped Student: A handicapped child who has temporary or more 
permanent adjustment difficulties or attributes arising from intel¬ 
lectual, sensory, emotional, or physical factors, cerebral dysfunctions, 
perceptual factors, or other specific learning impairments, or any 
combination thereof, is unable to progress effectively in a regular 
education program and requires special education.^ This person must be 
between the ages of three to twenty-two years of age and without a high 
school diploma. 
Individual Coping Strategies: The acquisition of attributes that 
allows an individual to get the job done correctly even when certain 
technical, academic, or physical skills are missing in that individual. 
Coping stragegies help to compensate for learning deficits or skill 
weaknesses. For example, if a student is unable to work out trade math 
problems with the use of paper and pencil, that student may still be able 
to follow the trade math concept and formulas to solve the trade math 
problem with the use of a hand held calculator. Using a calculator is 
then an individual coping strategy used by the student to function on the 
job while doing trade math problems. In this way, a person can still do 
what is needed; that is, solve trade math problems and his/her problem 
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area has been negated by the person’s choice of coping with a limiting 
situation in this case, by using a calculator. 
Individual Education Plan (I.E.P.): The plan containing the educa¬ 
tional goals, objectives, and required service delivery system agreed 
upon by a professional team evaluation of the individual special needs 
learner. 
Job Training Partnership Act of 1983 (J.T.P.A.): Federal Employment 
and Training Programs that establishes a Private Industry Council and 
replaces the old Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (C.E.T.A.) 
programs. Coordination with the Perkins Act is specifically mandated by 
congress. 
Massachusetts General Law Chapter 74: The state law that governs 
secondary vocational schools in Massachusetts and sets forth the 
regulations by which the vocational schools in Massachusetts must 
operate. 
Massachusetts General Law Chapter 766: Massachusetts state law 
which mandates that all handicapped children in Massachusetts receive a 
free appropriate public education which meets their unique educational 
needs in the least restrictive setting possible. 
Prototype: The unique method Massachusetts uses to describe the 
amount of special services a handicapped student requires out of his/her 
regular class. Massachusetts does not classify handicapped students by 
their specific type of handicapping conditions. Prototype 502.1 means 
that a regular classroom program with modifications made by the regular 
11 
classroom teacher is able to meet the students special needs. This study 
will be concerned with prototype 502.2, 502.3, and/or resource room type 
support services. Prototype 502.2 means that a handicapped student will 
spend up to 25% of his/her educational time outside of the regular 
educational classroom and into special services. Prototype 502.3 means 
that a handicapped student will spend between 26% and 60% of her/his 
educational time outside of the regular educational classroom and into 
special services. 
Special Education Services: Those students in prototype 502.2 
and/or 502.3 who received support for any one or for all of the 
following: reading, reading comprehension, trade science, mathematics, 
trade mathematics, trade shop, or counseling during any part of their 
senior year in school. 
Special Needs Learner: This is a student who is in a public school 
program and receiving special support services as a result of his/her 
handicap. 
United States Public Law 94-142: The federal law which mandates a 
free appropriate public education for all handicapped children. 
United States Public Law 94-482: The federal law which governs 
vocational education, and defines, in part, vocational education as an 
organized educational program or programs that are directly related to 
the preparation of individuals for paid or unpaid employment in an 
occupation requiring other than a baccalaureate or an advanced degree. 
United States Public Law 98-524: The Carl D. Perkins Vocational 
12 
Education Act which was signed into law on October 2, 1984, and replaced 
the Vocational Education Act of 1963. 
Vocational Education? Education of which the primary purpose is to 
1 ? 
fit students for profitable employment. 
Work Ethic: That group of characteristics which good workers share 
in common (i.e. good attendance; calling employer if not able to go to 
work; respectful of property, supervisors and co-workers; tries hard; 
conscientious; on time, able to get along with others; accepts supervi¬ 
sor's authority; and gives a day's work for a day's pay). 
Framework of the Dissertation 
The dissertation format was designed to allow a focusing of topics 
and concerns that envelop the special needs learner and make it very 
difficult to work with one issue and concern at a time. The format that 
was chosen for this dissertation allowed a varied and complex group of 
concerns to be narrowed down into a workable study. This format allows 
for maximum efficiency in utilizing a personal telephone interview type 
of study. This dissertation is divided into five chapters: 
Chapter I. The Problem. This includes the introduction, a 
presentation of the problem, the purpose of the study, 
questions to be answered by the research, significance 
of the study, delimitations of this study, basic assump¬ 
tions taken for the efficiency of the study, and a defini¬ 
tion of terms used for purposes of this research. 
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Chapter II. Review of Selected Literature. This chapter first 
discusses the historical perspective of vocational and 
special education and then reviews pertinent points of view, 
concepts, and practices of the special needs learner, voca¬ 
tional education, and the employment of the handicapped. 
Chapter III. Methodology. This chapter is a detailed description 
of the methodology that was used in developing and conducting 
this research. This includes the structured interview instru¬ 
ment for the former special needs learner, the non-special needs 
learner, and their employers. This chapter also describes the 
selection process used to determine the study sample, the data 
collection system, the way the data was reported, and how the 
data was treated in statistical form. The three vocational 
schools that are regional in nature, and located in western 
Massachusetts were surveyed. The personal interview was struc¬ 
tured around a check list of specified criteria which was the 
basis for this analysis. The analysis of data from the survey 
instruments was centered around worker trait characteristics. 
The total special needs learner graduates from each school’s 
Carpentry Trade program were sampled from the class of 1984 and 
1985. A corresponding number of non-special needs learner gradu¬ 
ates from the Carpentry Trade program were randomly sampled from 
the class of 1984 and 1985. The control group for this study was 
This research study also compared its this random sample group. 
14 
findings with the five general areas established in the TDR Asso¬ 
ciates report of 1982. The TDR study found that eighty to ninety 
percent of employers surveyed rated the vocational training and 
job performance of graduates as good to very good. Students from 
this 1982 report were given high ratings in technical knowledge, 
attitude, quality of work, as well as on overall performance and 
. 13 
preparation. 
Chapter IV. Findings of the Research. This includes all relevant data 
presented in different types of categories and sample types. 
Frequencies and correlations are reported. Data reliability was 
calculated using a T-Test. Pertinent mean scores were also calcu¬ 
lated. The significant difference for different variables found 
in the field samples were also calculated. The special education 
student, regular education student, employer of special education 
student, and employer of regular education student ratings and 
responses were measured and compared. 
Chapter V. Discussion, Recommendations, and Summary. Discussion and 
recommendations based on this research are presented in this 
chapter. Problems encountered in this study are discussed, along 
with a summary and the possible uses this data base could play in 
meeting the educational needs of special needs learners in voca¬ 
tional high schools in Western Massachusetts. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE 
This chapter reviews current literature of a state, national, and 
international nature as it relates to special and vocational education, 
employment topics, and related research. 
Part One focuses on the current educational climate, state and 
federal laws and regulations. 
Part Two reviews related international, national, and state research 
as it pertains to special and vocational education, and transition to 
employment. 
Part Three draws conclusions and summarizes the review of selected 
literature. 
Part One - Current Educational Climate 
Introduction. The current educational climate demands that educators 
document their student*s results. This climate also requires that all 
educators take a serious look at the questions being asked about the 
ability of current educational programs to meet student needs as they 
relate to student competency levels, that lead to high school graduation 
and productive employment. The earning of a high school diploma should 
have given any student the ability to compete successfully in the current 
job market. Parents, advocacy groups, and all types and numbers of 
government commissions at the local, state, and national level are 
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demanding better educational standards along with better accountability 
on the part of the educational process. 
The educational process needs to be looked at and many questions do 
need to be answered, if the system is to work for all students. The 
almost daily rhetoric over the past four years by the nation's news media 
should be seen as a challenge and a way for the local education agencies 
to document their accomplishments to date. The critics of public 
education are right in demanding accountability for the public tax 
dollars and they also can be very convincing to the taxpayer when only 
one side of a story is told or when their is no accountability or 
documentation of success. Over $200 million is spent annually by 
Federal, State, and local Towns to support vocational education in 
Massachusetts. 
One source reporting in the St. Petersburg Times of Florida on 
August 2, 1983, cited The Vocational Education Study: The Final Report 
issued by the U.S. Department of Education's National Institute of 
Education as stating that the difference in wages earned by males as well 
as the employment rates were no different for either vocational student 
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graduates or general-curriculum graduates. 
The March 2, 1983 edition of The Daily Hampshire Gazette at 
Northampton, Massachusetts, quotes the State Senate Committee on Post 
Audit and Oversight "That Massachusetts has spent more than two billion 
dollars since its special education law was passed in 1972, and that 
there has been no reliable evaluation of the effectiveness and accuracy 
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of existing systems for monitoring of special education (Chapter 766) 
implementation, and that there is no reliable empirical basis for either 
criticizing or applauding the efficiency and-or equity of special educa¬ 
tion programs in Massachusetts".^ 
The 1983 report; A Nation at Risk: The Imperative For Educational 
Reform, written by the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
states in part that thirteen percent of all seventeen-year-olds, in the 
United States can be considered functionally illiterate.^ The report 
goes on to recommend that high school academic requirements for grad¬ 
uation be strengthened by having more years of English, mathematics, 
science, and social studies courses. It seems as if the reports are 
saying that our present educational system is not working, that only more 
academic courses, more controls on vocational education and special 
education are going to produce any results. Yet often unnoticed, but 
representing the results of special education and/or vocational programs, 
an occasional positive report does also appear from time to time in the 
press. The January 30, 1983 issue of The Boston Globe, Boston, 
Massachusetts, carried the story of "Preparing Special-Needs Young Adults 
for Real Work." This story reported the local success of vocational 
special education programs in Newton and Lexington. 
The Division of Occupational Education, of the Massachusetts 
Department of Education commissioned TDR Associates, Inc. to determine 
the level of employer satisfaction with the skills of vocational 
education graduates in Massachusetts for the classes of 1979 and 1980. 
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This report was issued in January of 1983 and documents the fact that 
Massachusetts employers tend to rate former vocational school students as 
better prepared than co-workers in similar positions. The report goes on 
to state that employers generally rated these students as "good" to "very 
good" in various aspects of their training and job performance. 
With such seemingly opposite reports on the ability of education, or 
vocational education to produce a high school graduate who can better 
compete for employment after graduating from a vocational high school and 
because of the high cost of certain programs, a locally generated study 
had to take place. A sample of personal case studies of special needs 
learners who are vocational school graduates was conducted for area 
vocational schools. The significance of this study was to document 
results which will help to answer future critical questions about 
vocational special education in Massachusetts. 
Do the secondary vocational schools in Massachusetts succeed in 
meeting their program goal of training high school special needs learners 
for employment in today’s labor force? Are special needs learners, who 
graduate from a vocational program, able to take their place in society 
as a productive member of the labor force? Do employers favor a voca¬ 
tional school graduate over a non-vocational school graduate? These 
questions were looked at seriously and then answered. The continued 
interest by the taxpayers and by the local and national news media demand 
that such questions be answered with on-going data analysis. The results 
to these questions will most certainly have a significant impact on how 
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vocational special education programs are perceived by vocational school 
personnel, the students, the employers, and the public. How the public 
perceives these programs may be how the public will fund these programs 
in the future. 
Federal Vocational Education Acts. Historically, vocational education in 
America has been a part of this country since the founding of the 
original thirteen colonies. Apprenticeship was the oldest form of 
vocational training and is still used in some trades today. Vocational 
education on the national level began with The Morrill Act of 1862. This 
Act donated public lands to be sold and the money invested in a perpetual 
fund to establish colleges for the benefit of agriculture and the 
mechanical arts. As this nation grew, the factories and industries 
needed better trained individuals to work in them and Congress 
consequently enacted many other vocational programs including the Hatch 
Act of 1887, Second Morrill Act of 1890, Smith-Hughes Act of 1917, 
George-Deen Act of 1936, George-Barden Act of 1946, and the Vocational 
Education Act of 1963. It was the 1968 Amendments to The 1963 Act which 
stressed vocational services to special populations; such as, handicapped 
and disadvantaged students. From 1963 the role of vocational education 
on the federal level started to pick up new meaning and priorities. 
Federal legislation began to address the needs of students and not just 
the needs of the labor market. 
Industry, as perceived by the Congress, was to be a job market 
provider for all students. This added new meaning and emphasis for 
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vocational education as it was now mandated to serve all student popu¬ 
lations on a national scale. In addition, states had to have matching 
funds and a state plan, in order to be considered eligible to receive 
federal funding. The 1968 Amendments to Vocational Education authorized 
800 million dollars for the states to ensure quality vocational education 
which included funds for research and training, curriculum development, 
and cooperative programs which would help to expand the role of vocation¬ 
al training for the nation’s youth. Special population provisions were 
again strengthened in the 1972 Amendments to Vocational Education. 
The Educational Amendments of 1976 (United States Public Law 94-482) 
again, further expanded the purposes of vocational education supported 
with federal funds. Overcoming sex discrimination and stereotyping 
became an added responsibility of vocational training programs. This Act 
also provided direct funding for handicapped students in vocational 
education programs. By 1978, total enrollments in secondary, post 
secondary, and adult vocational education programs were more than four 
times the enrollments in 1960. The enrollment had risen from four 
million to seventeen million students. With the passage of United States 
Public Law 94-482, public vocational schools had to expand their original 
mission of industry placement of program graduates to also include added 
vocational guidance support to help meet the needs of handicapped, 
disadvantaged, and other student populations. 
Massachusetts Vocational Education Regulations. At the same time as 
evolving to meet the federal legislation for vocational education was 
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needs of the individual student and the nation’s expanding labor base, 
Massachusetts was continuing to evolve its own role in the establishment 
of secondary vocational schools. Massachusetts, by way of the Douglas 
Commission in 1906 passed a bill making industrial education a part of 
the school system. This bill soon had a large national following and it 
subsequently influenced other states to expand their high school 
offerings as well. The Douglas Commission started the formal training 
process that revolved around local industry’s needs. The early trade 
schools in Massachusetts centered around training students for employment 
in textiles, leather goods, and farming. This early vocational education 
was centered around "Bulletin 326", which was issued by the State 
Department of Education, Division of Vocational Education and was based 
on the General Laws of Massachusetts on Vocational Education which took 
effect in 1921. The Massachusetts Regulations that govern vocational 
education today are known as Massachusetts General Law Chapter 74 and 
became effective in 1977. The regulations have given definite roles and 
responsibilities to the vocational schools and have also incorporated the 
intent of much of the federal regulation changes of United States Public 
Law 94-482. These regulations took effect in Massachusetts at a time 
when many new vocational schools were being built. 
Massachusetts General Law Chapter 74 Regulations have established 
procedures for sound vocational education practices with the 
responsibility given to the local school system to help define their 
procedures to meet their local labor market demand. This has helped to 
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strengthen the vocational education process across the state and has also 
allowed for diverse program and course offerings from one vocational 
school system to another. The Massachusetts General Law Chapter 74 
Regulations briefly cover program approval procedures and criteria, 
organization, courses of study, personal qualifications, vocational 
guidance, employment of pupils, and conditions of school admissions. 
These regulations have helped to ensure that a standardized format is 
followed in all state vocational schools even though course offerings may 
differ from school to school. 
All the vocational schools face the same critical issues and con¬ 
fusion of providing both vocational education and special education 
programs. The major problem seem to stem from the basic philosophical 
differences of the two types of programs. Vocational education's stated 
major goal as specified by Massachusetts General Law Chapter 74 is to: 
. . . prepare students to seek, acquire and succeed in a specific 
trade, technical, or occupational field requiring specialized or 
technical skills for entry into that field.17 
Massachusetts Special Education Regulations. Massachusetts General Law 
Chapter 766 on the other hand has a stated goal to recognize that each 
child: 
has a variety of characteristics and needs, all of which must 
be considered if the educational potential of each child is to be 
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realized. 
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In order to better understand how this could present conflicting issues 
in the operation of special education programs in the vocational school, 
and how some students could graduate from a program without meeting all 
the regular vocational skills of a trade program, a basic understanding 
of the special education laws and their intent must also be reviewed. 
Massachusetts’ comprehensive special education law came into effect 
with the implementation of Massachusetts General Law Chapter 766 of The 
Acts of 1972. These regulations became operational in 1974 and were 
issued by the Department of Education in cooperation with the Departments 
of Mental Health, Public Health, Social Services, and Youth Services. 
The Massachusetts General Law Chapter 766 Regulations literally freed 
many of the handicapped population aged three to twenty- one years of age 
who were tucked away from society in either private or public 
institutions. Often left to vegetate on their own, the handicapped 
children of the Commonwealth often faced a lifetime of institutionaliza¬ 
tion with no hope of any type of education. Little was expected from the 
handicapped child and public schools often would not accept them into 
"normal classes". Mentally handicapped, learning disabled, emotionally 
disturbed, and even physically handicapped individuals faced the reality 
that public education held no place for them. It was, therefore, a major 
philosophical change when Chapter 766 took effect in 1974 and opened the 
door for the handicapped in Massachusetts. 
Federal Special Education Laws. In 1973, the federal government started 
to pass legislation aimed specifically at handicapped members of our 
society. United States Public Law 93-112, Section 504 of The 
Rehabilitation Act was passed during 1973. This law is generally 
considered the civil rights law for handicapped people. In brief. 
Section 504 prohibits any program that receives federal funding from 
discrimination on the basis of mental or physical handicaps. The 
Education of the Handicapped Act, Part B, amended in The Education For 
All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (Public Law 94-142) followed. For 
the most part, this is similar to Massachusetts General Law Chapter 766 
Regulations in that it defines and operationalizes the requirements of 
the law. The federal government also made sure vocational education 
would be playing a major role in the education of the handicapped. The 
Vocational Education Act of 1963 was amended by the Education Amendments 
of 1976 (Public Law 94-482). This ensured that vocational education 
funds would be allocated by categories of spending. Schools would first 
have to spend their handicapped allocations in order to spend their less 
restrictive funds for general vocational needs. With the amendments of 
1976, a vocational education based on industry's needs dropped in 
priority in the vocational school systems. The vocational schools in 
Massachusetts now had a clear mandate to provide special needs learners 
with "appropriate" vocational education. 
During the early 1980’s many state and federal commissions and task 
forces started to ask if vocational education could effectively meet 
their stated goals. Were vocational school graduates being employed? 
Did vocational education make a difference? In 1983, the State of 
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Florida started to take a serious look at its vocational programs and is 
currently beginning to look for follow-up data on its vocational program 
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graduates. Massachusetts state legislators are taking a close look at 
education with particular interest in evaluating special education 
programs. One report cites the fact that Massachusetts spent 371 million 
dollars in 1980-81 for special education with an average school 
20 population of special needs students of fourteen percent. In 1986, the 
Massachusetts Department of Education, Division of Special Education and 
Associates in Professional Technologies, Inc. published a summary report. 
This statewide evaluation summary states that: Special Education Programs 
were determined to be deficient in the provision of job skill experiences 
and work attitudes necessary for initial job placement as well as the 
provision of skills and attitudes necessary to adapt to changing job 
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situations. 
In April of 1983, the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
released a report on public education in America. This report is very 
critical of public high school requirements for graduation and stresses 
the need for tougher standards along with the need for minimum competency 
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and measurable standards for all school graduations. 
Part Two - Related Special and Vocational Education, 
Employment Topics, and Research. 
Introduction. At present there are sixty, Massachusetts General Law 
Chapter 74 approved vocational schools operating in Massachusetts, with 
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an additional fifty school districts offering from one to four Chapter 74 
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vocational programs. There are approximately 50,000 Vocational High 
School students in Massachusetts. More than 60% of the vocational 
graduates from these schools are employed upon graduation. When military 
service is added to the statistics the percentage of employment jumps to 
approximately 75%. When students going on to further education are added 
to this figure, this accounts for more than 90% of vocational school 
graduates. 
More follow-up studies should be conducted to see if the remaining 
less than 10% of the students unaccounted for, are predominantly special 
needs students. 
During 1984, Massachusetts serviced approximately 140,000 special 
needs learners. Nationally, more than four million children are served 
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in special education programs each year. Learning disabled, 
emotionally and behaviorally handicapped, and speech impaired make up 
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approximately 70 percent of all students served. This group of 
students must be given some realistic expectation of what to expect when 
they graduate from school and seek employment. Employment is the major 
goal of vocational special education programs and industry is finding 
ways to make gainful employment opportunities available to special needs 
learners. The private and public sector is becoming more accessible to 
handicapped individuals and more vocational opportunities now exist for 
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mildly handicapped students. 
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Disability cost factors. Industry has a high stake in helping the 
handicapped if for no other reason than the fact that they must pay 
taxes. Four million working age people with disabilities received 20.6 
billion dollars in cash payments during 1980. With such high amounts 
of money being paid by the Social Security Administration, is it no 
wonder that answers must be found to help handicapped people to get into 
the labor market and to stay employed. Vocational programs must be 
refined to address the special needs of handicapped students in order to 
keep an additional four million school children from going onto the roles 
of disability payments in the future. The strongest support groups for 
vocational training and employment counseling seem to center around the 
physically handicapped and the mentally retarded. The physically 
handicapped have been helped towards their goal of employment with 
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section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-112). 
This Act prohibits discrimination against qualified handicapped people in 
programs that receive federal funds. This Act also deals with 
architectural barriers for the handicapped. This is helping to make the 
public sector and the employment environment accessible to the 
handicapped. 
Once the question of handicapped access to employment is answered, 
are the handicapped able to find employment? A follow-up study by 
Richard Prisuta in the Cincinnati public schools show that the majority 
of the orally, visually, and physically handicapped pupils were capable 
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of successful occupational adjustment to semi-skilled jobs. 
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Recommendations for long term planning pointed to the need of the school 
system to be responsible for occupational placement of disabled pupils. 
It was also noted that in order to be successful, a school should have 
specific program objectives which pair specific skills with specific job 
opportunities based on employment needs. A benefit/cost study by the 
Michigan State Department of Education in 1969 demonstrated that the 
investment of state and federal funds in rehabilitation of the disabled 
showed continued economic benefits to the recipients. The economic 
benefit in terms of increased earnings and reduced welfare payments 
equaled the cost of all rehabilitation services within a period of less 
than one year. The report concluded that rehabilitation programs are a 
30 profitable and worthy investment. 
International perspective. A 1984 study by Charles Hillier and Leroy 
Klas report that the primary focus of secondary school programs in 
Newfoundland and Labrador should be on work training and life skills, not 
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on academics for the moderately retarded student. K.M.Helle in a 
report on the Birkelid School in Norway also stresses a similar approach 
in work training with a strong component for employment transition. In 
his article, Helle states that if a school to work transition for the 
handicapped is to be successful, the employer must have a personnel 
policy on integration of the handicapped into their work force and that 
the company must share responsibility for this school to work transition. 
There must also be a liaison person for the company, and the individual, 
to utilize while this transitional phase is in process. In an article 
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on Work Training in Northern France, Martin Davies also points out the 
need for close school and employer ties in training the handicapped for 
productive employment. It appears that many countries are now training 
their handicapped populations for productive employment and that they 
also have many common training components. Some form of formal education 
with a decrease in academics in the secondary school years is a definite 
common component that these programs share. 
In the successful programs used to train handicapped learners for 
employment, those that seemed most successful also had certain key 
elements in common. In one form or another the training agency placed 
the special needs learner and then did follow-up visits. The employers 
were somewhat hand-picked and prepared for the client. The special needs 
learners who are most often successful also have a few common traits. 
Examples of these traits are best described by J.A.Bitter in his article 
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on job readiness. These traits are dependability, responsibility to 
others, tolerance, consistency, capacity for time consideration, positive 
attitudes, and interest. These traits help to point up a person's job 
readiness which is also based on individual performance patterns both in 
behavior and job skills. Vocational training with its sequenced course 
of instruction, attention to work ethic, and goal oriented in its 
training stature should be able to put all these traits together to help 
promote the special needs learner in the job market. 
Many vocational programs are able to meet the special needs of 
appropriately placed handicapped students in the mainstream of the 
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regular classroom or shop environment. This is especially true for many 
types of physical handicaps of a mild to moderate nature. A vocational 
teacher who puts his/her mind to how to adapt the learning environment 
for the benefit of a handicapped student will most often find that the 
other students benefit also. This also carries over into the employment 
market. 
Kokaska in an article on high technology and future jobs through 
1995 points out that there are career openings for handicapped people in 
high technology industries and that many companies are hiring and have 
training programs for these physically disabled people. He also points 
out that there are overall relatively fewer job openings nationwide in 
computers and robotics and that these openings require higher education 
on the part of the prospective employee. He also states that through 
high technology advances, that many of the new job openings that are 
projected into 1995 will require no post secondary schooling. These 
advances in technology have simplified work tasks to the point that many 
workers are overeducated for their jobs. He also finds that most of the 
new skills needed will be acquired by short training courses rather than 
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through additional course work in science, math, and computer studies. 
Colorado and Vermont Studies. These findings are compatible with 
follow-up studies conducted in 1982 in Colorado for special education 
students. Nearly 70% of the student sample of 234 graduates who 
responsed were working at least part time.^ This study also found that 
minimum levels in jobs that did not require extensive many wages were at 
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training. A study of handicapped youth who graduated from Vermont High 
Schools from 1979 to 1983 found over one-half of the former students were 
employed. The students who had held summer jobs during high school and 
those who went to a vocational school did better in employment than those 
that did not. Host former students were employed in service occupations. 
The students also tended to find jobs through a self-family-friends 
net-work rather than through the school system. These findings taken 
collectively are important in that they point out the fact that special 
needs learners can find employment, that vocational schools do have a 
positive impact on the job readiness of its students and that these 
findings extend to more than one geographical area or handicapping 
condition. 
School to Work Transition. Once the transition from training in school 
to employment on the job starts, the special needs learner has additional 
needs that must be dealt with and solved if he/she is to find and keep a 
job. The special needs learner must work out reliable transportation to 
and from the job site. Often times, the hardest point to get across to a 
special needs learner is the fact that they must please an employer and 
do a day's work for a day's pay. The employer must make a profit on the 
employee or the employer will have to look for someone else. The reality 
of a real work situation is made easier if the special needs learner has 
had to take responsibility for her/his actions or inaction, as the case 
the transition from training to employment takes place. may be, before 
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It is not uncommon for handicapped students in Massachusetts to be 
kept on the special education roles with full special education service 
delivery right up to the day of graduation. This tends to set up 
artificial support that most likely will not be present the day the 
special needs learner graduates from high school. Most trade programs 
start to put responsibility for performance onto the vocational student 
before employment transition takes place and this should remain true for 
the handicapped individual as well. 
The support system for special needs learners is so strong in the 
kindergarten through grade eight school system in Massachusetts that most 
likely the first time a handicapped student must work out a problem to a 
specific set of standards is in a vocational high school. Often the 
performance level needed to function in the job market comes as a 
surprise to a special needs learner and his or her family who have had 
artificial goals established in the resource room for individual help. 
This pattern of support is needed in the first years of schooling; but, 
if a special needs learner is to be successful in a vocational program, 
the individual supports which give an artificial view of employment 
expectations must be slowly removed and replaced with individual coping 
strategies which will bring success on the job market. Self-dependence, 
motivation, and a willingness to learn and perform job tasks must start 
to replace the dependence on an artificial resource room climate to solve 
the handicapped students daily problems which will be encountered in the 
work force. This must be done over time and with a full understanding of 
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what is expected in the work place if the handicapped student is to earn 
her/his own way in the world of work. 
This belief in real world responsibility training with the emphasis 
on the special needs learner to have to start to solve his/her own daily 
problems of having to perform to a certain level of proficiency is a 
central part of the training given to handicapped students and adults by 
Riverside Industries of Easthampton, Massachusetts, and the Bay State 
Skills Corporation of Boston, Massachusetts in its supported work for the 
retarded programs. This supported work program is defined as: 
a specialized training methodology to provide both job 
readiness and placement assistance to participants; its 
primary goal is the transition of participants into per¬ 
manent unsubsidized employment after a period of program 
employment on the basis of individual readiness gained 
through a work experience that also provides specific 
skills training. 
This same type of transition training and employment is also utilized by 
Goodwill Industries of Springfield, Massachusetts. 
Weisgerber, Dahl, and Appleby discuss many of the same issues as do 
these training programs. They point out the need for enhancing 
successful job placement by developing work experience opportunities and 
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multi-level training. Weisgerber, Dahl, and Appleby are also saying 
that handicapped persons can make it in the world of work if the right 
strategies are used in training and job transition. 
Part Three - Conclusion 
Concluding statements. The transition from school to work is indeed a 
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very difficult time for even the best of students. A handicapped person 
who is faced with their own limitations for the first time in dealing 
with a non-supportive work world on a daily basis will have an even more 
difficult time in this transitional phase from school to work. Besides 
having to deal with adolescent issues, family issues, income issues, 
girlfriends/boyfriends, peer relationships, fear of the workplace, and 
sometimes anger, the handicapped person must compete successfully for 
that job. 
One of the best ways to prepare handicapped students for this 
transition from school to work is to have eased into this phase while in 
school. This may mean lessening the support services that the special 
needs learner has traditionally had and replacing them with real work 
expectations of a transitioning phase to full employment. This could 
mean developing individual coping strategies in shop training and then 
work-study or co-operative employment for school shop credit. This would 
mean that less time could be given for traditional academic courses with 
resource room support and more time would be utilized for employment 
skills building. The time to finish developing employment skills is in 
the junior and senior year of a vocational school program. The student 
can then develop these skills while still in a supporcive educational 
setting. The private job market will, most often, not be so supportive. 
It is often difficult for the special needs learner to give up that extra 
support from a system that has mandated and demanded total support 
services. The total number of handicapped students who are receiving 
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special education and related services continue to rise each year.40 It 
is difficult for a special needs learner to develop individual coping 
strategies when he/she may still refuse to acknowledge that she/he has a 
reading, math, or other disability which does not allow him/her to 
succeed fully without coping strategies for the workplace. 
It appears that increases in the number of learning disabled 
students served under United Stated Public Law 94-142 overshadow the 
decreases in number of children served in most other categories since 
1976-77. The learning disabled population has grown by 119 percent since 
1976-77.41 
If the student is kept in a total resource room setting and not 
allowed to experience what is going to be demanded of them after 
finishing school, or when on a job, is the school system giving an 
effective education? In a vocational school, the goal should be training 
for productive employment in the world of work. This then allows all 
students to experience what demands and levels of competencies are 
expected by an employer. Co-operative work experience also deals in 
reality and is one of the best ways to help a special needs learner 
refine his/her employment skills for a particular trade area. 
Summary of the review of selected literature. In many reports on 
employment, the same theme keeps appearing. This theme is that employers 
want employees who can adapt to the workplace and who have a sound work 
ethic. The report of the Panel on Secondary School Education for the 
Changing Workplace underscores this fact very consistently. Vocational 
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Schools should be able to provide this training which allows special 
needs learners to become employees who are successful on the job. 
One study conducted in 1980 by Ronald Schoka determined that special 
needs learners who were mainstreamed into a New Jersey Vocational School 
did find employment after graduation in the area that they had trained 
for or a related area equally as well as regular graduates.^3 This would 
be expected in vocational education. By its very nature of hands on 
experiences modeled after Trade Apprenticeship Teaching strategies, the 
special needs learner learns to adapt to the task at hand and develop a 
sound work ethic. Vocational education uses a variety of teaching 
strategies simply by the nature of the education that is to be imparted 
to the students. Most of these strategies work very successfully for the 
handicapped student. Small group and individual training with repetitive 
tasks, competency based standards, visual, auditory, oral, and hands-on 
instruction work well with all students, but are especially successful 
with students who may have one or more handicapping conditions that will 
not allow them to process information given by a classroom teacher in 
just one domain. The vocational nature of accepting many ways to arrive 
at an end product is one of the best ways to develop coping strategies in 
students. Many successful tradespeople will produce a fine finished 
product that they can sell for a profit, but most tradespeople will use 
their own ways and means of getting to that finished product that are 
uniquely theirs alone. Even though a finished product will have many 
common features in the end product; such as, a house, the style and means 
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of getting to that finished house is uniquely the skill of the individual 
tradesperson. Thus many individual coping strategies are developed along 
the way in developing the overall skills with which to produce a product. 
This is true for all the trade and many of these transferable skills can 
be developed by special needs learners in the vocational environment. 
One study in Ohio has found that seventy percent of students who are 
placed in co-operative education from a vocational program stay with that 
employer as a full time employee after graduation.^ 
Vocational education does not set the standards for industry, nor 
does it create jobs, it is rather a reaction to industry's labor demand 
much like education in general is a reaction to society as a whole. This 
is why vocational education must have a strong school - Industry 
partnership. This is often accomplished through Industry Advisory Boards 
made up of leaders of local industry who help advise the trade programs 
of what is required in the current work force. This is why it is so 
important to know employer attitudes towards hiring people with 
disabilities when looking for cooperative educational experiences for the 
special needs learner. The job referral process is very important and 
the type and degree of individual strategies which a special needs 
learner has developed should be matched with a potential employer where 
the specific individual coping strategies will blend into the required 
work rather than act as a barrier. If employer contact and follow-up are 
done by the vocational school, this should be successful and give the 
38 
special needs learner that added feeling of confidence In the transition 
from school to work. 
This transitional phase of school to work for handicapped students 
has been recognized by the new vocational education Carl D. Perkins Act, 
and the Jobs Training Partnership Act. Both pieces of federal 
legislation recognize the importance of transitional school to work 
placement and follow-up. These new pieces of legislation allow for 
federal dollars to be spent by the schools and training institutions for 
transitional services. The employer is also helped through training 
reimbursements for the handicapped worker by the Jobs Training 
Partnership Act while the handicapped employee is in this transitional 
phase. 
Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as many private 
industries have also established written policies favoring the employment 
of handicapped individuals. Federal and state legislation against 
discrimination requires that handicapped individuals be given equal 
access and equal opportunity for positions for which they are qualified. 
It is evident from the review of selected literature that if trained 
properly, the special needs learner does find employment. The questions 
of whether vocational school special needs learners are finding employ¬ 
ment in Western Massachusetts must still be documented and disseminated 
This study will be one such mechanism for this documentation. 
Implications of literature review upon this study. The review of 
literature points out that special needs learners of different 
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disabilities are able to find employment. These jobs are in a variety of 
positions and spread out over a wide geographical boundary in the United 
States and in other countries as well. Those students who have had 
exposure to realistic expectations from the world of work have the best 
success rates. The transition phase from school to work is very 
important. This transition should include hand picking the first 
employers and making sure that they are sensitized to the abilities of 
individual student. A liaison between the school and employer is 
important during this phase. 
It is because Massachusetts has a strong vocational secondary school 
system and a strong state special education system that requires more 
from individual school systems than even the federal regulations, that 
the special needs learner should have the best chance for employment 
success. 
Most vocational high school in Massachusetts are elective schools. 
Students who attend them are there because they want to attend not 
because they have to. Therefore, the special needs learner should be 
motivated to learn. Most vocational schools in the state also have shop 
trade classes for one full week, all day long, and then have academic and 
trade related classes the following week. This allows for real work 
conditions to exist for the students. The training shops are often run 
like small business enterprises. This gives the student the place to 
develop coping strategies to help overcome his/her areas of weakness and 
develop a positive attitude of being able to get the job done. The 
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special needs learners who attend the vocational schools have to make an 
active choice to give up academic resource room support on a daily basis 
because every other school week is taken up with hand-on shop trade 
training. Of course, the special needs learner could always choose to 
stay in an extended day program to receive his/her academic support 
services after shop classes, but, it has been the experience of this 
researcher that the teenager will not stay in an extended day program for 
additional academic support services. This is usually due to a desire to 
work part-time, to participate in sports, or because the student desires 
to spend more time in a non-academic setting. 
The three vocational schools that took part in this research project 
were chosen because they all had similar training curricula. Each of the 
three vocational high schools are for grades nine through twelve and have 
a week of shop classes followed by a week of academic classes. Each 
school has a strong vocational guidance and special education component. 
The three schools also have a school to work transition phase during the 
senior year which allows students to participate in work co-operative 
experience programs. 
These three vocational high schools in particular address the types 
of training the review of literature has pointed out as being needed for 
special needs learners to become successful in the world of work. This 
research study will document the results of this educational process for 
these three school systems and their special needs learners in the 
carpentry trade program. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
The components of this section include the description of the 
process used in developing the two structured interview instruments; 
conducting a pilot study; finalizing the interview instrument; defining 
the research sample; and describing the data collection, processing, and 
analysis. 
Design of the Study. This dissertation was a follow-up study of 
non-special needs learners and former special needs learners in the 
carpentry trade department in the three western Massachusetts vocational 
high schools and a follow-up study of the employers of these former 
students. The type of evaluation model used was based on a researcher 
controlled response sheet which was built around a structured interview. 
This personal structured interview was a survey instrument designed to be 
a check list of specific questions which answered the basic question of 
whether or not a special needs learner was able to find employment in 
his/her trade; and if so employed, what were the worker trait 
characteristics that made him/her employable as rated by the special 
needs learners and their employers. This data was then compared to the 
control group made up of non—special needs learners from the same class, 
and their employers. 
Sources of Data. The vocational school superintendents, special 
education administrators, and the co-operative work placement counselors 
41 
42 
were contacted to secure permission for this study (Appendix B). The 
sources of data for this study included the graduation list of students 
for the carpentry department for the school years 1984 and 1985 from 
Franklin County Technical School, Pathfinder Vocational Technical High 
School, and Smith Vocational Agricultural High School. This list was 
then checked with the school’s Completer/Leaver Report filed by the 
schools for 1984 and 1985 to verify student graduation. This list of 
students was then compared to the special education roster of students 
for those same years with the help of the special education director at 
each school. This list was verified by the October 1 school roster 
counts for the given school year. From these lists, the control group, 
which was made up of a simple random sample of the non-special needs 
learners, and 100% of the former special needs learners, names and 
telephone numbers were collected. The special education director from 
each school then contacted the involved students and secured their 
permission for this study. These names were then shared with this 
researcher (Appendix C). This researcher then mailed a letter explaining 
the survey and asking each student's co-operation in this study 
(Appendix D). The students were then contacted by this researcher and 
administered the student follow-up survey (Appendix E). The students 
were asked who their current employer was, the name of the company 
contact person, and, if they would give their permission for this 
researcher to contact their employers in order to administer an employer 
survey (Appendix F). They all agreed. This was largely due to their own 
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schools’ initial contact. No individuals were mentioned in this study. 
All information was used collectively and standardized survey definitions 
were used (Appendix G) for data purposes of this study. This study 
ensured confidentiality for all the students. No employers were informed 
that the former student that they hired had been receiving special 
education services while at the vocational school. All three schools and 
area employers participated in a State Department of Education and TDR 
follow-up study of 1979 and 1980 vocational students. 
Population. The 1984 and 1985 carpentry class seniors including 
those vocational special needs learners in support services who were 
categorized in prototype 502.2 and/or 502.3 and who then graduated from 
the Massachusetts General Law Chapter 74 approved carpentry program were 
the target population for this research study. Their employers were also 
of prime importance to this study. This study took place in Franklin, 
Hampshire, and Hampden counties in Western Massachusetts during the 
summer and fall of 1986. 
Sample. This study was a 100% sample of all special needs learners 
in the carpentry graduating class for 1984 and 1985 from the three 
schools. A simple random sample of non-special needs learners from the 
same carpentry class was also selected to act as the control group. The 
random sample taken matched the number of special needs learners in the 
class so that a one-to-one sample size existed. This sample grouping was 
taken individually from the three vocational schools participating in 
this study. The sample data consisted of two structured interview 
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instruments (See Appendices E and F). One instrument was administered to 
the vocational special needs learner and the non-special needs learner. 
The second instrument was administered to the employer or supervisor of 
the former vocational students. 
An informal telephone survey was taken in the three vocational 
schools during the summer of 1986 and the school administration placed 
their school wide special needs population from between 12% - 40%. Each 
school also reported that the carpentry trade program was represented in 
these percentage figures. Each school graduated between 12-15 students 
in the carpentry trade each year. This ensured that there would be 
special needs learners in the classes of 1984 and 1985 for purposes of 
this study. A total of fifteen special needs learners were found in the 
three schools. Fifteen non-special needs learner classmates were then 
selected by simple random sample to be used as the control group. This 
yielded a total sample of thirty former vocational students from the 
vocational high school systems. 
The employers of these former vocational students were then 
contacted and administered the interview instrument. 
The carpentry trade program was chosen as the trade from which to 
draw this sample because it is one of the few trade programs that all 
three vocational schools have in common. The three schools have a 
similar curriculum, trade learning projects, and types of area employers. 
The carpentry trade job market in the Western Massachusetts area is 
45 
projected to continue to grow over the next ten years. The carpentry 
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trade also has over 1,000 job openings throughout Massachusetts each 
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year. This projection of job market growth allowed for a good 
prognosis for job placement for all carpentry trade graduates from the 
schools. The carpentry profession has a wide variety of job needs which 
accommodate different skill levels. This variety of job needs lends 
itself to the development of coping skills by the trade instructors 
which, in turn, helps the special needs learner to develop coping 
strategies that can be used as job survival skills. Each school program 
has a high incidence of special needs learners because the trade 
curriculum helps to develop self-concept and survival skills by way of 
shop projects. These same survival skills should help to ensure success 
on the job and can usually be developed with three to four years of shop 
projects in the vocational school. The curriculum taught in the three 
schools accommodate different skill levels because the curriculum covers 
a variety of work skills from rough framing to finish cabinets work, and 
from house building to remodeling. The area job market also covers these 
same skill areas in Western Massachusetts. 
Parts of this data base was compared to the data base established 
with the TDR Associates report of 1982. The TDR report surveyed 
forty-three Massachusetts Vocational Schools including the three 
vocational schools with which this study worked. Carpentry was also one 
of the areas surveyed in the TDR report. The TDR report worked with the 
graduating classes of 1979 and 1980. The TDR study found that eighty to 
ninety percent of employers surveyed rated the vocational training and 
job performance of graduates as good to very good. Vocational students 
were also given high ratings in technical knowledge, attitude, quality of 
work, as well as on overall performance and preparation. The TDR report 
did not separate the students and thus could not offer any feedback on 
how well the special needs learner was scored when rated by their 
employers. 
Data Collection. A structured interview format was chosen because 
it would result in a high rate of response and it would also allow for 
more detailed information from respondents by allowing this researcher to 
develop a positive rapport with the former vocational students and their 
employers. Each of the former vocational special needs learner and 
non-special needs learner and their employers had the interview 
instrument filled out by the researcher during a personal telephone 
interview. This procedure for filling out the interview instrument 
helped to ensure that each item on the survey would be interpreted the 
same way by each respondent. This interviewing procedure helped to 
eliminate any possible biases on the part of the respondent. The 
information obtained by this study was used for data collection only. 
All information was used collectively, with no individual being 
identified in any way. Confidentiality of information provided by the 
special needs learner was ensured. 
Interview Instrument. The survey items represent an interview 
instrument designed to give a variety of information about the former 
vocational special needs learner, the non-special needs learner, and 
their employers. The major data comparisons center around worker trait 
characteristics and the TDR study’s five rating factors. The worker trait 
characteristics were designed to answer the question of what makes 
employees successful on the job. This list of worker trait 
characteristics are a composite of current national literature review; 
such as, the seven traits used by Bitter in his article on job 
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readiness, as well as the personal observations of the author with over 
a decade of working with vocational students and employers. 
The student interview instrument took from ten to fifteen minutes to 
administer and consisted of information on 38 items pertaining to: 
personal background, vocational school training, employment, and job 
performance. The employer interview instrument took approximately 
fifteen minutes to complete and consisted of 38 items pertaining to: 
personal background, job performance, and training. The total interview 
instrument generated a composite of information for analysis which will 
be discussed in Chapter IV of this research study. 
Pilot Study. The initial employer instrument was administered to 
two employers who work in the carpentry trade and hire young people to 
work for them. The two employers do finish work, remodeling, house 
construction, and commercial construction. The two employers have from 5 
to 12 employees. These employers have worked in Franklin and Hampshire 
Counties and are typical of the type of employers to be found in the 
study area. In addition to the survey instrument, each employer was 
asked to list any additional traits that they felt would make an employee 
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successful on the job. Common characteristics were then added to the 
list. The employers were then asked to comment on the appropriateness of 
the general survey and what information or items they would add or 
change. Two items were added to the survey pertaining to "calling an 
employer if employee was going to miss work" and "giving a day's work for 
a day s pay . Some items that were then dropped from the survey 
pertained to earnings of the company and working hours for employees. 
These factors change from job to job and were not deemed critical to the 
survey instruments. Both employers were in agreement on the 
appropriateness of the remaining questions so the face validity of the 
interview instrument was then deemed adequate for this study. The 
development of the employer survey instrument was thus completed 
(Appendices E and F). 
Validity of the Instrument. The content validity of a follow-up 
instrument can be defined "as the relevance of the survey items to the 
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actual needs of students and/or outcomes of the vocational program." 
For the purposes of survey instrument content validation, the two 
employers were successful business people who had been in business for 
five to ten years and worked year round. One employer held a bachelor's 
degree with a Massachusetts vocational teaching certificate and one 
employer held a master's degree with some teaching experience. Their 
annual construction contracts exceeded one-half million dollars per year. 
The two employers hired and worked with young people, who were vocational 
These employers were thus school graduates and regular school graduates. 
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considered successful in their fields and they expressed, that in their 
opinion, the worker trait characteristics listed in this survey would 
effectively measure an employees potential for job related success. 
A vocational school psychologist who had worked with all levels of 
special needs learners and placed them into employment in the study area 
over the past ten years was asked to review the student interview 
instrument. Many items were culled from the initial survey. Items that 
may have been too personal, confusing, or had no direct bearing on this 
survey's goal of job placement were dropped. 
Data Processing, Treatment, and Analysis. The data for this study 
was collected by way of a researcher controlled response sheet consisting 
of a structured interview instrument. The study data was compared in 
relation to responses from the special needs learner, the non-special 
needs learner, and their respective employers. Like scale responses were 
tabulated and charted. The non-special needs learners and former special 
needs learners who were employed were tabulated and compared within this 
study group and also to the TDR study. Frequency counts, percentages, 
mean scores and standard deviations for survey items were computed and 
used to compare student and employer responses. This helped to clarify 
which former student traits were not problem areas to employers and which 
traits were problem areas for employers. The data results also 
established which traits were most often exhibited by the former students 
and which traits should be given extra educational time to develop in the 
vocational special needs learner prior to graduation. Analysis of the 
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response distributions included graphing the mean distribution for item 
analysis. In addition, mean responses for the twenty-five worker trait 
characteristics were compared using a T-Test for significant difference 
at the .05 level in order to compare how the former special needs 
learners and the non-special needs learners rated themselves as compared 
to their employers rating of them. All statistics were then reviewed 
with a statistical expert from the University of Massachusetts-Amherst 
for relevance and appropriateness for this study. 
The principle outcome of this study was the documentation of 
whether or not the former vocational special needs learner was employed 
and how that employer then rated the overall job performance of the 
former special needs learner, as compared to the non-special needs 
learner and their employer rating. 
CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS OF THE RESEARCH 
This research was basically a descriptive follow-up study which 
documented employer satisfaction and job success for special needs 
learners as compared to non-special needs learners who had graduated from 
the same trade program at three vocational high schools. The results 
were based on an analysis of the raw data and are presented in 
statistical form with specific questions from the research answered. The 
structured interview methodology was enhanced by the development of 
twenty traits which depicted worker trait characteristics and which were 
deemed necessary for successful employment in the private industry 
sector. Percentages, frequency counts, mean scores, and T-Tests were 
used to compare the four sub-groups in this research study. The 
responses on the survey instrument were broken down into the following 
four sub-groups: Student-special (Ss); Student-regular (Sr); 
Employer-Special (Es); and Employer-regular (Er). It was these four 
sub-groups that formed the basis for data analysis of this study. The 
ratings by the respondents were averaged to produce frequency counts and 
a mean overall rating for each type of student and each type of employer 
for the worker trait characteristics. A T-Test for significant 
difference at the .05 level was conducted to determine whether a 
relationship existed among the variables used to predict relationships 
between the sub-groups. 
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Statistically the T-Test was calculated at the .05 level, but 
because this analysis compared a small sample size to a large number of 
variables, in reality the significant differences may be at the .1 level 
due just to random chance of the number of variables. The reader should 
keep this analysis in mind when examining the significant difference for 
the rated responses. The researcher recognized this random chance, and, 
therefore, looked to the TDR Associates Study of 1979 and 1980 to further 
compare data. The TDR Associates study drew on a statewide survey that 
included mean ratings for this 1986 current study's questions eleven, 
twelve, thirteen, fourteen, and fifteen. The reader should refer to 
Appendix H for raw data on individual student responses; Appendix I for 
raw data on individual employer responses; Appendix J for raw data on 
means for students and employer responses and Appendix K for raw data on 
frequency counts for student and employer responses. 
Background Data 
Background data was requested from both students and employers Ln 
order to provide an overall picture of the respondents, their employment 
environment, and their current educational status. It should be noted 
that all students from both sub-groups refused to give any information on 
their salary or earnings. Responses from students included data on: 
- age 
- current employment status 
- length of time in current job 
- whether self-employed or not 
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- job duties 
if job was related to field of vocational training 
- if not in trade related job, then why 
- in what manner did they find employment 
- how do they get to work 
- how far do they regularly travel to work 
- current educational status 
- any additional training since attending 
the vocational school 
- sex 
Responses from employers included data on: 
- years in business 
- were they a vocational school graduate 
- how many people were employed by their company 
- how many employees are former vocational students 
- does company have a representative on a vocational 
school trade advisory board 
- is their response to the survey based on their 
knowledge of the vocational school, the individual 
former students, or both 
- compared to other vocational school graduates how do 
they rate this former student 
- does their company have a policy for hiring the 
handicapped 
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- does company employ any handicapped individuals 
- is company union, non-union, or both 
- does company pay former student more, equal, or less 
than others who have been on the job for the same 
time 
- is former student employed in a subsidized job 
- does the former student have the same job assignments 
as other employees who have been on the job for the 
same amount of time 
Background Data For Students 
Age of the Students. The students were asked their age at the time of 
graduation from the vocational high school. The frequencies of their 
responses are listed in Table 1. 
The students age at time of graduation could have a bearing on the 
students need for special services. A younger student could have started 
his/her education at an age when they were to young for public school, 
but pushed along from year to year with the help of special education. 
As Table 1 illustrates, student were not moved along through special 
education as the mean age for the special needs learner (Ss) was 18.2 and 
the mean age for the non-special needs learner (Sr) was 18. It did 
appear, that some of the special needs learners were staying in school 
slightly longer. 
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Table 1 
Age in Years for Students at Time of Graduation by Sub-group 
Age Student 
Special 
(Ss) 
Student 
Regular 
(Sr) 
17 2 2 
18 11 10 
19 0 3 
20 2 0 
Total N=15 N=15 
Mean X=18.2 X=18.0 
Current employment status. Most of the students interviewed in the study 
from both sub-groups were employed. Of the special needs learners (Ss), 
eleven were employed full-time, two were in the military, one was employed 
part-time (by choice), and one was not in the labor market due to an acci¬ 
dent. Eighty-seven percent of the special needs learners were employed 
full-time. The non-special needs learners (Sr) had thirteen employed full¬ 
time and two not in the labor force (one just had a child and one would not 
say why). Eighty-seven percent of the non-special needs learners were em¬ 
ployed full-time. Table 2 illustrates the employment status of the students. 
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Table 2 
Current Employment Status 
Current 
Employment 
Status 
Student 
Special 
(Ss) % 
Student 
Regular 
(Sr) % 
Full-time 11 74 % 13 87% 
Part-time 1 6.5% 0 0 
Military 2 13 % 0 0 
Not in labor force 1 6.5% 2 13% 
Total N=15 100 % N=15 100% 
Length of time students in current job. The amount of time that students 
were employed was very similar for both sub-groups. The special needs 
learners had five former students in their current job for less than six 
months, one from six months to a year, and six on their current job for 
more than a year. The non-special needs learners were almost identical 
with five former students on their current job for less than six months, 
two from six months to a year, and six on their current job for more than 
a year. It is important to keep in mind that this study was conducted 
during the fall of 1986 and the classes surveyed were from 1984 and 1985. 
Therefore, all students were on the full-time job market for only one to 
two years maximum. Table 3 shows the distribution of the lengths of time 
students were employed. 
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Table 3 
Length of Time Students in Current Job 
Length of Time 
on current job 
Student 
Special 
(Ss) % 
Student 
Regular 
(Sr) % 
Less than 6 months 5 42% 5 38% 
From 6 to 12 months 1 8% 2 15% 
More than 1 year 6 50% 6 47% 
Total N=12 100% N=13 100% 
Not Counted: 2 military (6-12 months); 
1 Not in Labor Force 
Not Counted: 
2 Not in Labor Force 
Self-Employed. Two of the special needs learners were self-employed, 
though only one was working in the carpentry trade area, and he 
classified himself as part-time. The second special needs learner who 
was self-employed was a part-owner in a dairy farm. None of the 
non-special needs learners were self-employed. 
Job duties. The duties performed on the job within the carpentry trade 
area were very similar for both sub-groups. The non-special needs 
learners did have more employment duties in the finish work area than did 
the special needs learners. The special needs learner group had four 
students reported as carpenter's helper, four as rough framing work, one 
as finish work and three as other (one self-employed carpenter, one 
farmer, and one truck driver). The non-special needs learners reported 
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three carpenters' helpers, two rough framing work, one laborer, three 
finish work, and four as other (one maintenance custodian for a high 
school; one heavy equipment operator in general construction; one house 
painter; and one clothing store manager). Table 4 shows the job duty 
comparisons for sub-groups. 
Table 4 
Job Duties of Students 
Employment Student 
Special 
(Ss) % 
Student 
Regular 
(Sr) % 
Carpenter's Helper 4 33% 3 23% 
Rough Framing Work 4 33% 2 15% 
Laborer 0 0% 1 8% 
Finish Work 1 9% 3 23% 
Other 3 25% 4 31% 
Total N=12 100% N= 13 100% 
Not Counted: Not Counted: 
2 in Military 2 Not in Labor Force 
1 Not in Labor Force 
related to field of vocational training. The \ special needs learner 
sub-group reported ten people employed in their field of vocational 
training (67% of total special needs learners surveyed) and two not in 
field of vocational training (farmer and truck driver). The non-special 
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needs learners reported ten people employed In their field of vocational 
training (67% of total non-special needs learners surveyed) and three not 
in field of vocational training (maintenance custodian; heavy equipment 
operator; and clothing store manager). Table 5 illustrates the employ¬ 
ment status of the respondents. 
Table 5 
Breakdown of Employment Status of Students 
Employment status Student 
Special 
(Ss) % 
Student 
Regular 
(Sr) % 
In Trade 10 67% 10 67% 
Not In Trade 2 13% 3 20% 
Military 2 13% 0 0% 
Unemployed 1 7% 2 13% 
Total N=15 100% N-15 100% 
not in related field. The two special needs learners not employed 
a trade area related to their training reported that the reason they left 
the field was because they did not like the working conditions in the 
carpentry trade. Of the three non-special needs learners who were not 
employed in a trade related field, two reported that they left the 
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carpentry field because they had a chance for a better job in a 
non-related field, and one reported the pay was not enough in the 
carpentry field compared to his present job. 
Manner in which employment found. The largest number (6) of the special 
needs learners found employment with the help of their friends (50%). One 
student reported the help of family, two the help of the vocational 
school, and three relied on themselves. Five of the non-special needs 
learners (39%) reported finding their current job with the help of 
friends, four with the help of the family, two with the help of the 
vocational school, and two relying on themselves to find their current 
job. This fact was surprising since all three school systems surveyed 
had work co-operative counselors to assist all students in job placement. 
Table 6 shows how current jobs were found. 
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Table 6 
Manner in Which Employment Was Found 
How current job Student Student 
was found Special Regular 
(Ss) % (Sr) % 
Vocational School 2 17% 2 15% 
Self 3 25% 2 15% 
Family 1 8% 4 31% 
Friends 6 50% 5 39% 
Total N=12 100% N=13 100% 
Not Counted: Not Counted: 
Military 2 
Not in Labor Force 1 
Not in Labor Force 2 
Type of transportation used to get to work. Eleven of the special needs 
learners reported that they drove their own vehicle to work on a regular 
basis, while only one reported that he rode in another person's vehicle 
to get to work. This if very similar to the non-special needs learner 
group who reported that twelve drive their own vehicle to work on a 
regular basis, with one reporting the he rode in another person's vehicle 
to get to work. 
Length of travel to work. One hundred percent of the special needs 
learners travel 25 miles or less to work each day. Ninety-two percent of 
the non-special needs learners also travel 25 miles or less to work each 
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day. This data was expected because it is consistent with most informal 
surveys conducted by the vocational schools in the past. Most high 
school graduates will not travel more than 25 miles to their employer. 
Table 7 
Length of Travel to Work 
Length in Miles Student 
Special 
(Ss) % 
Student 
Regular 
(Sr) % 
5 or less 4 33.3% 3 23 % 
6-10 4 33.3% 8 62 % 
11-25 4 33.3% 1 7.5% 
26-50 0 0 % 1 7.5% 
?otal N= 12 100 % N=13 100% 
Not Counted: 
Military 2 
Not in Labor Force 1 
Not Counted: 
Not in Labor 
Force 2 
Current educational status. Eleven of the the special needs learners 
reported that they were not currently attending any schools, while two 
reported that they were currently attending school classes, and two were 
in the military. A similar breakdown was reported by the non-special 
needs learners with thirteen reporting that they were not currently 
attending any schools and only two reporting that they were attending 
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school. 
Additional training since attending the vocational high schools. The 
special needs learners reported that eight had no additional training, 
four had on the job training, and one reported volunteer fire fighting 
training, with two in the military. The non-special needs learners 
reported seven with no additional training, four with on the job 
training, two in apprenticeship, and two with some college training. 
Only the non-special needs learners reported college and apprenticeship 
training. 
Sex. Fifteen males were in the 100% sample group of the special needs 
learners while thirteen of the non-special needs learners random sample 
group were males and two were females. 
Background Data For Employers 
Type of Business. The employers of special needs learner responded that 
their business consisted of: seven in house building, one in general 
construction, one in custom kitchens, one in carpentry self-employed, one 
as a farmer self-employed, one as a produce distributor, two in the 
military, and one was unemployed. The employers of non-special needs 
learners reported that their business consisted of: three in house 
building, one in custom kitchens, one in architectural millwork, one in 
home remodeling, one in pre-fab housing, one in college 
maintenance/carpentry, one in carpentry and excavation, one as a house 
painter, one in excavation and heavy equipment operations, one as a 
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maintenance/custodian for a high school, one as a retail clothing store 
and two were unemployed. Table 8 illustrates the type of employer's 
business. 
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Table 8 
Employer 
Special 
(Es) 
Employer 
Regular 
(Er) 
House Building 7 3 
General Construction 1 _ 
Custom Kitchens* 1 1 
Produce Distribution 1 _ 
Military 2 — 
Farming (self-employed) 1 - 
Carpentry (self-employed) 1 - 
House Painting 
- 1 
Architectural Millwork* 
- 1 
Home Remodeling* 
- 1 
Pre-Fab Homes* 
- 1 
College Maintenance/ 
Carpentry 
- 1 
Excavation & Equipment 
Operation - 1 
Carpentry & Excavation - 1 
Maintenance/custodial - 1 
Clothing store - 1 
Sub-Total N=14 N=13 
Unemployed 1 2 
Total 15 15 
*Considered by researcher as finish work of a higher skill level 
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Years in business. The average number of years in business for the 
employer of special needs learners was 18.4 years, with a low of five 
years and a high of 40 years, while the average for the employer of 
non-special needs learners was 16.8 years with a low of two years and a 
high of 50 years. There was no substantial difference noted for years in 
business as it pertained to employers. 
Vocational school graduates as employers. Four employer of special needs 
learners were former vocational school graduates, while six were not. 
Four employers of non-special needs learners were vocational school 
graduates, while nine were not. There were no special patterns observed 
between sub-group employers. 
Number of people employed by company. The special needs learner's 
employers reported company sizes of: five had five or less employees, one 
had ten or less employees, three had fifteen or less employees, and one 
had more than sixteen employees. The non-special needs learner's 
employers reported company sizes of: two had five or less employees, six 
had ten or less employees, two had fifteen or less employees, while three 
had sixteen or more employees. When this data is looked at collectively 
both sub-group employers who have a company size of less than ten 
employees account for 60% of this survey's students. fable 9 shows the 
number of people employed by company. 
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Table 9 
Number of People Employed By Company 
Number 
Employed 
Employer 
Special 
(Es) % 
Employer 
Regular 
(Er) % 
1-5 5 50 % 2 15.5% 
6-10 1 10 % 6 46 % 
11-15 3 30 % 2 15.5% 
16 or greater 1 10 % 3 23 % 
Total N=10 100 % N=13 100 % 
Not Counted: 
Self-employed 2 
Military 2 
Not in Labor Force 1 
Not Counted: 
Not in Labor Force 2 
Number of vocational students working for employer. All ten of the 
employers of special needs learners reported that they employ from 
between one to five vocational school graduates with their company. 
Eleven of the employers of non-special needs learners reported that they 
employ from between one to five vocational school graduates with their 
companies. Two of the employers reported that they employ between six to 
ten vocational school graduates. This researcher found no real 
differences as reported by employers for the sub-groups. 
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Number of co-operative (co-op.) work placement students with which 
company has worked. The employers of special needs learner reported 
that: two had co-op. students from the vocational school; three had hired 
co-op. students in the past, but not currently; and five reported that 
they had never hired a co-op. student. The employers of non-special 
needs learner reported that: three had hired co-op. students from the 
vocational school; three had hired co-op. students in the past but not 
currently; and seven reported that they had never hired a co-op. student. 
There was no real difference as reported by employers for the sub-groups. 
The fact that more than 50% of the employers had not hired co-op. 
students in the past may have a bearing on vocational school's co-op. 
programs in the future, and this should be looked at by the vocational 
schools. 
Employers with a representative on the vocational school trade advisory 
board. Nine employers of special needs learners reported that they did 
not have a company representative on the vocational school trade advisory 
board, and one reported that he was not sure. Twelve employers of 
non-special needs learners reported that they did not have a company 
representative on a vocational school trade advisory board, while one 
company reported that he served on one. No real difference between 
employer sub-groups regarding representation on vocational school trade 
advisory boards was found. 
Employer responses based on knowledge of the vocational school, the 
former student, or both. This question was asked to employers in order 
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that an overall picture might be established to see if employers who knew 
the vocational school and the students might tend to hire more special 
needs learners, and thus give these students a special edge in 
employment, or if the reverse might happen; that is, employers who knew 
the vocational school might shy away from hiring the special need 
learners. This was not the case for either situation described above, as 
there was nearly a 50% split between sub-group employers who knew both 
the school and the employee’s job performance. The employers of special 
needs learners reported six knew of the vocational school and the 
student’s job performance, and four knew just of the student’s 
performance on the job. The employers of non-special needs learners 
reported seven knew of the vocational school and the student’s job 
performance while six knew just of the student’s job performance. No 
difference in sub-groups was observed regarding knowledge of the 
vocational school and the former student. 
Former students compared to other vocational school graduates. When 
employers rated the students in this study with other vocational school 
graduates whom they knew, the employers of special needs learners rated 
90% of the students in this study as better prepared or prepared about 
the same. Ten percent of employers of special needs learners rated them 
as less prepared than other vocational school graduates whom they knew. 
Ninety-two percent of the employers of non-special needs learners rated 
the students in this study as better prepared or prepared about the same 
as other vocational school graduates whom they knew. Eight percent of 
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the employers of non-special needs learners had no basis to judge this 
question. This is a very positive statement for special needs learners. 
Table 10 illustrates the comparison of the former students and other 
vocational school graduates. 
Table 10 
Former Students Rated Compared to Other Vocational School Graduates 
Student Rated 
By Employers 
Employer 
Special 
(Es) % 
Employer 
Regular 
(Er) % 
Better Prepared 4 40% 7 54% 
Both Prepared 
about the Same 5 50% 5 38% 
Less Prepared 1 10% 0 0% 
No Basis to Judge 0 0% 1 8% 
Total N=10 100% N= 13 100% 
Company policy for hiring the handicapped. Five employers of special 
needs learners reported that their company has a policy for hiring the 
handicapped, while five employers reported that they did not have such a 
policy. Six employers of non-special needs learners reported that their 
company has a policy for hiring the handicapped, while six reported that 
they did not have such a policy, and one reported that he was not sure if 
the company had a formal policy. This demonstrates that 50/ of the 
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companies for each sub-group had a policy and 50% of the companies did 
not. 
Company employment of handicapped individuals. Only three of the 
employers of special needs learners reported that their company currently 
had handicapped employees, while seven employers reported having no 
handicapped employees currently. Four of the employers of non-special 
needs learners reported that their company currently had handicapped 
employees, while eight employers reported having no handicapped employees 
currently, and one supervisor was not sure if any handicapped people were 
currently employed. There is a disparity between the special needs 
learners employed and how their employers view them. This could have 
been due to many reasons, but the fact that seven employers or 70%, did 
not believe that the special needs learner was handicapped was a good 
sign of full transition into the work force. 
Non-union companies. One hundred percent of all employers for both 
sub-groups reported as being non-union. This is not uncommon for Western 
Massachusetts and especially for smaller size companies in the building 
trade. 
Company wages for former students. Four of the employers of special 
needs learners paid the former students more than they paid other 
employees who had been on the job for the same amount of time, four 
employers paid the special needs learner equal to other employees, while 
two employers paid the special needs learner less than they paid other 
employees. Five of the employers of non-special needs learners paid the 
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former students more than they paid other employees who had been on the 
job for the same amount of time, six employers paid the non-special needs 
learners equal to other employees, and two employers paid the non-special 
needs learners less than they paid other employees. This data was 
unexpected in that four (40%) of special needs learners were paid more 
than their co-workers. It is important to note that two (15%) 
non-special needs learners were paid less than their co-workers. See 
Table 11 for a comparison of the sub-groups on wages earned. 
Table 11 
Former Student Wages as Compared to Other Employees 
Who Have Been on the Job for the Same Amount of Time 
Former Student 
Wages Paid 
Employer 
Special 
(Es) % 
Employer 
Regular 
(Er) % 
More 4 40% 5 39% 
Equal 4 40% 6 46% 
Less 2 20% 2 15% 
Total N=10 100% N=13 100% 
Subsidized jobs of former students. No employers of either sub-group; 
employed any former students in subsidized jobs. This was surprising 
given the employer incentives under the Jobs Training Partnership Act 
(J.T.P.A.) for disadvantaged and handicapped workers for on the job 
training. This was a good indication that special needs learners who 
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graduate from vocational school trade programs are able to make it in 
regular private industry employment. 
Job assignments of former students. All employers for both sub-groups 
reported that the former students in this study all had the same job 
assignments as other employees who had been on the job for the same 
amount of time. It was important to note that the special needs learner 
was not singled out for the low level "gopher type-clean-up" work. 
Student worker trait characteristics ratings. The worker trait 
characteristics consist of twenty variables that were deemed necessary to 
be a successful employee. These variables were self-rated by the former 
students of both sub-groups. The ratings were: very good (5), good (4), 
fair (3), poor (2), and very poor (1). The training variables are found 
in Table 12. The mean rating for each individual variable was computed 
for the sub-group of special needs learners (Ss) and for non-special 
needs learners (Sr). A T-Test was then used to compute any significant 
difference between the two sub-groups. This data was then plotted on 
Graph 1 (page 76). This yielded a difference on two variables that 
approached, but did not reach the .05 level. The special needs learners 
rated "able to get along with co-workers" and "on time" below the 
non-special needs learners even though both sub-groups mean ratings were 
in the "good" to "very good" range. A near one to one relationship 
existed for four variables, where both sub-groups mean ratings were 
almost identical, these were on: "gives a day's work for a day's pay", 
"respect for property", "realistic expectations", and "positive attitudes 
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and interests". In addition, five vocational school training categories 
were rated by both sub-groups, which were: technical knowledge, work 
attitude, work quality, overall vocational training, and relative trade 
preparation compared to co-workers who did not attend a vocational 
school. The same scale of very good (5) to very poor (1) was also used. 
"Work quality" and "work attitude" mean ratings were the same for both 
the special needs learners and the non-special needs learners. All five 
mean ratings for both sub-groups were in the "good" to "very good" range. 
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Table 12 
Worker Trait Characteristics and Vocational School Training Categories 
for Students and Employers 
Training Variables 
Worker Trait Characteristics: 
Very 
Good Good Fair 
Very 
Poor Poor 
Overall job performance_ 
Quantity of my work_ 
Dependability  
Responsibility to others_ 
Tolerance_ 
Consistency  
Capacity for time consideration 
Positive attitudes and interests 
Realistic expectations_ 
Self-dependence_ 
Motivation  
Willingness to learn and 
perform job tasks_ 
Respect for authority/boss_ 
Respect for property  
Attendance  
Calls employer if going to be late 
or unable to work_ 
Tries Hard  
On time_ 
Able to get along with others/ 
co-workers  
Gives a day’s work for a day*s pay 
Vocational School Training 
Categories;_ 
Technical Knowledge_ 
Work attitude  
Work quality_ 
Overall vocational training 
Relative trade preparation 
compared to co-workers who did 
not attend a vocational school 
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Graph 1 
Plot of Mean Ratings For Special Needs Learners (Ss) And 
Non-Special Needs Learners (Sr) For Worker Trait 
Characteristics And Training Variables 
Survey Mean_T-Test* 
Question Ss Sr .05 
Questions:_number _ Level 
Day’s work for day’s pay 35 4.8 
Gets along with co-workers 34 4.3 
On time 33 4.5 
Tries hard 32 4.6 
Call employer if late 31 4.9 
Attendance 30 4.6 
Respect for property 29 4.8 
Respect for authority 28 4.7 
Learn and perform new jobs 27 4.9 
Motivation 26 4.3 
Self-dependence 25 4.6 
Realistic expectations 24 4.5 
Attitudes and interests 23 4.6 
Time consideration 22 4.2 
Consistency 21 4.4 
Tolerance 20 4.4 
Responsibility to others 19 4.4 
Dependability 18 4.5 
Quality of work 17 4.2 
Overall job performance 16 4.3 
Relative preparation (TDR) 15 4.6 
Overall rating (TDR) 14 4.4 
Work quality (TDR) 13 4.5 
Work attitude (TDR) 12 4.5 
Technical knowledge (TDR) 11 4.5 
Voc. Sch. tools vs. job 10 4.5 
Academic training 9 4.2 
Very Poor Fair Good Very 
Poor Good 
Ratings 
-x- = Ss -0- = Sr 
*T-Tests were based on 2-Tail Probability with (26) Degrees of Freedom 
for survey questions 9 and 10. 
T-Tests were based on 2-Tail Probability with (21) Degrees of Freedom 
for survey questions 11 through 35. 
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Employer worker trait characteristics ratings. The worker trait 
characteristics consist of the same twenty variables and five vocational 
school training categories as the student worker trait characteristics. 
These variables and training categories were rated by employers of both 
special needs learners (Es) and non-special needs learners (Er). The 
mean ratings were based on the same very good (5) to very poor (1) scale. 
The mean ratings for each individual variable were computed for the 
sub-group comparisons. A T-Test was then used to compute any significant 
difference between the different sub-groups. This data was then plotted. 
The employers' mean ratings were then compared to each other (Es) and 
(Er), see Graph 2 (page 83). In addition, the mean ratings of the 
special needs learner (Ss) were compared to the employers of special 
needs learners (Es) , see Graph 3 (page 84). The mean ratings of the 
non-special needs learners (Sr) was also compared to the employers of the 
non-special needs learners (Er), see Graph 4 (page 85). 
The comparison of the special needs learner employers (Es) and the 
non-special needs learner employer (Er), see Graph 2, has a significant 
difference at the .05 level on five worker trait variables, "motivation", 
"self-dependence", "positive attitudes and interests", "tolerance", and 
"overall job performance" with one variable approaching the significant 
differences at the .05 level "gives a day's work for a day s pay . The 
special needs learners' employers (Es) consistently rated the special 
needs learner (Ss) lower in all variables than the employers (Er) of the 
non-special needs learners rated their former students. The special 
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needs learners' employers (Es) consistently rated them in the "fair" to 
"good" range with five variables, "on time", "tries hard", "calls 
employer if going to be late or unable to work", "respect for property", 
and "respect for authority" in the "good" to "very good" range. The 
employers of non-special needs learners (Er) rated all variables in the 
"good" to "very good" range except for "realistic expectation" which was 
rated in the "fair" to "good" range. 
Of the five vocational school training categories, the employers of 
the special needs learners (Es) rated four of the categories as "fair" 
to good" and one category, "relative preparation for job compared to 
co-worker" as "good" to "very good". All employers of non-special needs 
learners (Er) rated their former students vocational training as "good" 
to "very good". 
The comparisons of the mean ratings for the special needs learners 
(Ss) and the employers of the special needs learners (Es), see Graph 3 
(page 84), point out twelve worker traits that had a significant 
difference at the .05 level with the employers (Es) consistently rating 
the former students (Ss) lower. The twelve traits were: "gives a day's 
work for a day's pay (both the former students' and employers' ratings 
were in the "good" to "very good" range); "calls employer if going to be 
late or unable to work" (both the former students' and employers' ratings 
were in the "good" to "very good" range); "respect for property" (both 
the former students' and employers' ratings were in the good to very 
good" range); "respect for authority/boss" (both the students' and 
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employers' ratings were in the "good" to "very good" range); "willingness 
to learn and perform job tasks" (the former students rated themselves in 
the "very good" range while their employers rated them in the "fair" to 
"good" range); "motivation" (the former students rated themselves in the 
"good" to "very good" range while their employers rated them in the 
fair to 'good" range); "self-dependence" (the former students rated 
themselves in the "good" to "very good" range while their employers rated 
them in the "fair" to "good" range); "realistic expectation" (the former 
students rated themselves in the "good" to "very good" range while their 
employers rated them in the "fair" to "good" range); "positive attitudes 
and interests" (the former students rated themselves in the "good" to 
"very good" range while their employers rated them in the "fair" to 
"good" range); "consistency" (the former students rated themselves in the 
"good" to "very good" range while their employers rated them in the 
"fair" to "good" range); "tolerance" (the former students rated 
themselves in the "good" to "very good" range while their employers rated 
them in the "fair" to "good" range); and "overall job performance" (the 
former students rated themselves as "good" to "very good" while their 
employers rated them in the "fair" to "good" range). 
Graph 3 (page 84) also points out two significant differences at the 
.05 level for the five vocational school training categories (TDR) with 
another two categories (TDR) approaching the .05 level. The two with 
significant differences are "work quality" and "technical knowledge" (the 
former students rated themselves as "good" to "very good" while their 
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employers rated the categories as "fair" to "good".) The two categories 
approaching a significant difference were: "overall rating as It relates 
to requirement of job (.077)" (the former students rated it as "good" to 
"very good" while their employers rated it "fair" to "good"); and "work 
attitude (.079)" (the former students tated it as "good" while their 
employers rated it "good" to "very good". The overall comparisons of the 
responses from the special needs learners (Ss) and the responses from 
their employers (Es) depicts a wide margin when viewed on Graph 3 
(page 84), however, there is one vocational school training category that 
is almost in a one to one agreement on their mean ratings. This training 
category is the "relative preparation for job compared to co-workers who 
did not attend a vocational school". Both the former students and their 
employers rated this category as "good" to "very good". 
Graph 4 (page 85) depicts the mean ratings of the non-special needs 
learner (Sr) compared to the mean ratings of their employers (Er). The 
overall mean scores are much closer than the ratings of the special needs 
learners (Ss) and their employers (Es) as depicted in Graph 3 (page 84). 
The non-special needs learners (Sr) and their employers (Er) have only 
five areas on the worker trait characteristics which point out a 
significant difference at the .05 level. The five areas are: 
"motivation" (the former students rated themselves in the "good" to "very 
good" range while their employers rated them in the lower range of "good" 
to "very good"); "self-dependence" (the former students rated themselves 
in the "good" to "very good" range while their employers rated them Ln 
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the lower range of "good” to 'Very good"); "realistic expectation" (the 
former students rated themselves in the "good" to "very good" range while 
their employers rated them in the "fair" to "good"range); "consistency" 
(the former students rated themselves in the "good" to "very good" range 
while their employers rated them as "good"); and "responsibility to 
others" (the former students rated themselves in the "good" to "very 
good" range while their employers rated them in the lower end of the 
"good" to "very good" range). It is important to note that of all the 
worker trait characteristics and vocational school training categories, 
the non-special needs learners (Sr) and their employers (Er) had only two 
worker traits in the "fair* to good" range and they were "realistic 
expectations" and "capacity for time consideration". These two ratings 
of "fair" for worker traits came from the employers (Er). 
The worker trait characteristics that showed a significant 
difference at the .05 level for both the special needs learners and the 
non-special needs learners, see Table 13 (page 86), are "motivation", 
self dependence", "realistic expectations", and "consistency". 
Only the non-special needs learner, had "responsibility to others" 
rated with a significant difference by their employers. 
Only the special needs learners had "gives a day"s work for a day's 
pay, "calls employer if going to be late or unable to work", respect for 
property", "respect for authority/boss", "willingness to learn and 
perform job tasks", "positive attitudes and interests", "tolerance", 
"overall job performance", "work quality", and "vocational school 
training received in technical knowledge" rated with a significant 
difference by their employers. 
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Graph 2 
Plot of Mean Ratings For Employers of Special Needs Learners (Es) 
And Employers of Non-Special Needs Learners (Er) For Worker 
Trait Characteristics And Training Variables 
Survey Mean T-Test* 
Question Es Er .05 
Questions :_number _ Level 
Day’s work for day’s pay 35 4.0 
Gets along with co-workers 34 4.0 
On time 33 4.3 
Tries hard 32 4.2 
Call employer if late 31 4.3 
Attendance 30 3.9 
Respect for property 29 4.1 
Respect for authority 28 4.1 
Learn and perform new jobs 27 3.9 
Motivation 26 3.5 
Self-dependence 25 3.3 
Realistic expectations 24 3.5 
Attitudes and interests 23 3.5 
Time consideration 22 3.8 
Consistency 21 3.6 
Tolerance 20 3.2 
Responsibility to others 19 4.0 
Dependability 18 4.0 
Quality of work 17 3.6 
Overall job performance 16 3.6 
Relative preparation (TDR) 15 4.4 
Overall rating (TDR) 14 3.7 
Work quality (TDR) 13 3.7 
Work attitude (TDR) 12 4.0 
Technical knowledge (TDR) 11 3.6 
4.6 
4.5 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.4 
4.5 
4.4 
4.4 
4.1 .031 - 
4.2 .007 - 
3.8 
4.4 .010 - 
3.9 
4.0 
4.0 .018 - 
4.2 
4.4 
4.0 
4.2 .015 - 
4.8 
4.2 
4.5 .013 - 
4.6 .007 - 
4.4 .041 - 
1 2 3 4 5 
Very Poor Fair Good Very 
Poor Good 
Ratings 
-x- = Es -0- = Er 
*T-Tests were based on 2-Tail Probability with (21) Degrees of Freedom 
for survey questions 11 through 35. 
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Graph 3 
Plot of Mean Ratings For Special Needs Learners (Ss) 
And Employers of Special Needs Learners (Es) For Worker 
Trait Characteristics And Training Variables 
Survey Mean T-Test* 
Question Ss Es .05 
Questions:__number Level 
Day's work for day's pay 35 4.8 4.0 
Gets along with co-workers 34 4.3 4.0 
On time 33 4.5 4.3 
Tries hard 32 4.6 4.2 
Call employer if late 31 4.9 4.3 
Attendance 30 4.6 3.9 
Respect for property 29 4.8 4.1 
Respect for authority 28 4.7 4.1 
Learn and perform new jobs 27 4.9 3.9 
Motivation 26 4.3 3.5 
Self-dependence 25 4.6 3.3 
Realistic expectations 24 4.5 3.5 
Attitudes and interests 23 4.6 3.5 
Time consideration 22 4.2 3.8 
Consistency 21 4.4 3.6 
Tolerance 20 4.4 3.2 
Responsibility to others 19 4.4 4.0 
Dependability 18 4.5 4.0 
Quality of work 17 4.2 3.6 
Overall job performance 16 4.3 3.6 
Relative preparation (TDR) 15 4.6 4.4 
Overall rating (TDR) 14 4.4 3.7 
Work quality (TDR) 13 4.5 3.7 
Work attitude (TDR) 12 4.5 4.0 
Technical knowledge (TDR) 11 4.5 3.6 
Very Poor Fair Good Very 
Poor Good 
Ratings 
-x- = Ss -0- = Es 
*T-Tests were based on 2-Tail Probability with (18) Degrees of Freedom 
for survey questions 11 through 35. 
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Graph 4 
Plot of Mean Ratings For Non-Special Needs Learners (Sr) And 
Employers of Non-Special Needs Learners (Er) For Worker Trait 
Characteristics and Training Variables 
Survey Mean T-Test* 
Question Sr Er .05 
Questions: _number _ Level 
Day’s work for day’s pay 35 4.8 
Gets along with co-workers 34 4.8 
On time 33 4.9 
Tries hard 32 4. 7 
Call employer if late 31 4.8 
Attendance 30 4.7 
Respect for property 29 4.8 
Respect for authority 28 4.5 
Learn and perform new jobs 27 4.7 
Motivation 26 4.5 
Self-dependence 25 4.7 
Realistic expectations 24 4.5 
Attitudes and interests 23 4.5 
Time consideration 22 4.3 
Consistency 21 4.5 
Tolerance 20 4.3 
Responsibility to others 19 4.7 
Dependability 18 4.6 
Quality of work 17 4.5 
Overall job performance 16 4.5 
Relative preparation (TDR) 15 4.8 
Overall rating (TDR) 14 4.7 
Work quality (TDR) 13 4.5 
Work attitude (TDR) 12 4.5 
Technical knowledge (TDR) 11 4.7 
4.6 
4.5 
4.5 
4.6 
4. 7 
4.4 
4.5 
4.4 
4.4 
4.1 .029 
4.2 .014 
3.8 .000 
4.4 
3.9 
4.0 .019 
4.0 
4.2 .014 
4.4 
4.0 
4.2 
4.8 
4.2 
4.5 
4.6 
4.4 
1 2 3 4 5 
Very Poor Fair Good Very 
Poor Good 
Ratings 
-x- = Sr -0- = Er 
*T-Tests were based on 2-Tail Probability with (24) Degrees of Freedom 
for survey questions 11 through 35. 
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Table 13 
Worker Trait Characteristics and Vocational School Training 
Categories That Had A Significant Difference At the 
.05 Level For Students Sub-groups as Rated by Their Employers* 
Worker traits and Student Student 
vocational school Special Regular 
categories with (Ss) (Sr) 
significant difference 
Self-dependence 
Realistic expectations 
Consistency 
Responsibility to others 
Gives a day's work for a 
day's pay 
Calls employer if going to 
be late or unable to work 
Respect for property 
Respect for authority/boss 
Willingness to learn and 
perform job tasks 
Positive attitudes and 
interests 
Tolerance 
Overall job performance 
Work quality 
Vocational school training 
received in technical 
knowledge 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
*It is important to note that although there are significant 
differences with the employers rating the former students lower 
then the former students rated themselves, the range still goes 
from the "fair" to the "very good". These ratings from the 
employers are still positive statements even if there is a 
significant difference recorded. 
Students' rating of the tools and equipment used at the vocational 
school. The mean score demonstrated that the special needs learners 
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rated tools and equipment used at the vocational school as "good" to 
"very good" when compared to tools and equipment used on the job, see 
Graph 1 (page 76). The non-special needs learners rated tools and 
equipment used at the vocational school as "fair" to "good" when compared 
to tools and equipment used on the job. 
Students * rating of academic training received at the vocational school. 
The mean scores of both the special needs learners and the non-special 
needs learners are very close, see Graph 1. The special needs learner 
gave a slightly better rating "good" to "very good" to academic training; 
such as, english, math, and science, which was received at the vocational 
school compared to a rating of "good" from the non-special needs 
learners. It is also important to note that students from both 
sub-groups gave additional comments which stated that the vocational 
schools should give more courses in blueprint reading, trade math, and 
technical reading to the students. 
TDR Associates student ratings. The students mean responses for this 
study were compared to the carpentry students' mean responses from the 
1979 and 1980 statewide survey completed in 1982 by the TDR Associates. 
The TDR study did not break down the students' responses into special 
needs learners and non-special needs learners as this current study has 
done. The comparisons for the five vocational school training categories 
are important because all three vocational schools in this current study 
were also included in the TDR statewide study of students and their 
employers. It is also important to see how this current study of a small 
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sample compares to a larger statewide sample in the same carpentry trade 
area. It was also important to see how the special needs learners’ (Ss) 
and their employers' (Es) mean responses of this current study compare to 
the TDR students' and employers' responses. See Table 14 and Table 15. 
The student mean ratings of vocational school training were all 
similar with ratings between "good" to "very good" for the TDR students, 
the current special needs learners, and the current non-special needs 
learners. This should give added validity to this current smaller study. 
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Table 14 
Student Mean Ratings For Current Study and TDR 
Study of 1979 and 1980 
Student 
Rating of Training 
Received at the Voca- TDR - carpentry 
tional High School in: Student 
1979-1980 
X 
Student 
Special 
(Ss) 
1986 
X 
Student 
Regular 
(Sr) 
1986 
X 
iechnical Knowledge 4.4 4.5 4.7 
Work Attitude 4.3 4.5 4.5 
Work Quality 4.5 4.5 4.5 
Overall Rating of Training 
as it relates to require- 
ments of present job 4.2 4.4 4.7 
Training Compared to other 
co-workers who did not 
attend a vocational school 4.7 4.6 4.8 
Totals N=113 N=13 N=15 
Ratings: Very Good = 5 
Good = 4 
Fair = 3 
Poor = 2 
Very Poor = 1 
TDR Associates employers' ratings. The employer mean responses for this 
study were compared to the carpentry student employers’ mean responses 
from the 1979 and 1980 statewide survey completed in 1982 by the TDR 
Associates, see Table 15. Again, the TDR study did not break down the 
employers’ responses into employers of special needs learners (Es) and 
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employers of non-special needs learners (Er) as this current study has 
done. The comparisons for the five vocational school training categories 
is important in order to see how this current study of a small sample of 
employers' responses compared to a larger statewide sample in the same 
carpentry trade area. It was also important to see how the mean rating 
by the employers' sub-groups of special needs learners (Es) and 
non-special needs learners (Er) compared to the TDR study employer mean 
ratings, see Table 15. 
The employers of the special needs learners rated the vocational 
training received lower than employers of non-special needs learners in 
all given categories, while the TDR employers and employers of 
non-special needs learners were very similar in ratings with two of the 
categories "technical knowledge" and "work attitude" rated the same. TDR 
employers' ratings were slightly higher than employers of non-special 
needs learners ratings in the other three categories, "work quality", 
"overall rating of training as it related to requirements of present 
job", and "training received compared to other co-workers who did not 
attend a vocational school". The TDR employers and the employers of 
non-special needs learners rated all five categories as "good" to "very 
good" while the employers of special needs learners rated "technical 
knowledge", "work quality", and "overall rating of training as it related 
to requirements of present job" as "fair" to "good". They rated "work 
attitude" and "training received compared to other co-workers who did not 
attend a vocational school" as "good" to "very good". It should be 
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pointed out that even though the employers’ ratings of the special needs 
learners training was lower than that of the non-special needs learners 
and lower than that of the TDR employers’ rating, the rating of the 
training of the special needs learners by their employers was still 
positive with mean ratings ranging from "fair" to "good" and from "good" 
to "very good". 
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Table 15 
Employer Mean Ratings For Current Study and TDR Associates 
Study of 1979 and 1980 
Employer 
Rating of Training 
Received at the Voca- TDR - carpentry 
tional High School in; Employer 
1979-1980 
X 
Employer 
Special 
(Es) 
1986 
X 
Employer 
Regular 
(Er) 
1986 
X 
Technical Knowledge 4.4 3.6 4.4 
Work Attitude 4.6 4.0 4.6 
Work Quality 4.6 3.7 4.5 
Overall Rating of Training 
as it relates to require¬ 
ments of present job 4.4 3.7 4.2 
Training Received Compared 
to other co-workers who did 
not attend a vocational 
school 4.9 4.4 4.8 
Totals N=32 N= 10 N=13 
Ratings : Very Good 
Good 
Fair 
Poor 
Very Poor 
= 5 
= 4 
= 3 
= 2 
= 1 
CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND SUMMARY 
This chapter discusses the demographic and worker trait 
characteristic data that was generated as a result of this research 
study. It also discusses the TDR study, addresses the overall 
implications that this study's data has generated, and answers basic 
questions pertaining to special needs learners and their employment which 
was outlined in Chapter I. Recommendations are also stated for future 
research efforts, methodology, and for the use of data generated by 
this study. A final summary is also presented. 
Discussion 
Background data. The employment of special needs learners was the 
primary focus of this research effort. The primary question of whether 
or not special needs learners who graduated from a vocational program of 
study were able to find and keep employment as well as their non-special 
needs learner peers was examined. The data collected as a result of this 
research effort suggests that for the carpentry trade, they are able to 
find and keep employment in Western Massachusetts as well as their 
non-special needs learner peers. 
Employment-student's Perspective. This study has documented that 
only one out of fifteen special needs learners graduating from the 
carpentry trade program was not in the labor force (due to an accident). 
Out of the fifteen non-special needs learners' classmates, who were 
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randomly chosen, two were not in the labor force (one due to taking care 
of her small child and one with no reason given). It is also interesting 
to note that of the thirty students sampled, it was the special needs 
learners who reported that they were in business for themselves (one in 
farming and one in carpentry). It was also from the special needs 
learners group that two people reported being in military service. 
Six of the special needs learners and five of the non-special needs 
learners reported that they had held their current job for less than six 
months. Both sub-groups reported in their conversations that they had 
left their previous job after getting work experience which would qualify 
them for their present job. Their present job was seen by them as being 
a better job. This was one way they saw as moving upward. This job 
movement for better jobs could also be a result of the present period of 
low unemployment in Massachusetts, and the idea that employers are 
willing to pay more for a person with experience. It was also noted that 
both sub-groups had six individuals each, who had been employed for more 
than one year. This data helps to show that the special needs learner 
was able to keep employment as well as the non-special needs learner in 
this study. 
This study has shown that 60% of the special needs learners tend to 
work in "rough" carpentry work, while only 33% of the non-special needs 
learners tend to work in the "rough" carpentry trade area. This compares 
to 77, of the special needs learners reporting their work in the "finish" 
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carpentry work area while 332 of the non-special needs learners were 
reported in the "finish" work area. 
Excluding the two special needs learners in the military and the one 
not in the labor force due to an accident, ten of the remaining twelve 
held jobs in or related to their vocational school training. This 
compares very well with the non-special needs learners who reported that 
ten were employed in jobs that were in or related to their vocational 
school training. This demonstrates that 66% of the vocational program 
graduates surveyed were staying in their field of training for at least 
two years after graduation. 
Employment was found by the special needs learner through a network 
of friends over any other means with which to find employment. The 
family helping to secure employment was reported as the lowest method of 
all for the special needs learner. The school was ranked as the third of 
four methods used to find employment, with themselves listed as the 
second most often way to find employment. This compares to the 
non-special needs learners methods of finding employment as friends 
listed as the most often used method followed by family and then 
themselves and the school. This shows that the special needs learners in 
this study relied primarily on friends and themselves to find employment 
while the non-special needs learners relied on friends and family to find 
employment most often. This is surprising in that the vocational schools 
all have work placement counseling, and it was not used more extensively. 
One account for this could be that fourteen of the total students 
96 
surveyed (almost one-half) had held their current job for one year or 
less, and, if this was their second job since high school, the vocational 
work placement counselor would not have been used. What was also pointed 
out in the data of this study was that non-special needs learners used 
their family members to help secure employment; while the special needs 
learner did not. 
Better than 90/ of the students from both sub-groups reported that 
they drove their own vehicle to work, with the same percentage reporting 
that they drove twenty-five miles or less to get to work each day. 
The non-special needs learner sub-group reported additional training 
since high school of trade apprenticeship (two people) and college (two 
people) while the special needs learner group did not; though four did 
report on the job training. Eight special needs learners and seven 
non-special needs learners reported no additional training since 
attending the vocational school. 
The average age for both sub-groups at time of graduation was 18 
years old with the special needs learner ranging from 17 to 20 years old, 
and the non-special needs learner ranging from 17 to 19 years old. There 
was no significant trend in ages for either sub-group. 
Of the 30 students in this study, only two were females, and they 
were not working in the carpentry trade. Both females were in the 
non—special needs learner sub-group. One female was home with her new 
child and reported that she had worked in the carpentry trade before she 
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had her child, and the other female reported working in the carpentry 
trade before switching careers. 
It is also important to note that none of the former students were 
willing to discuss the issue of salary; thus, questions A, B, and C on 
the survey instrument were not reported. 
Employment-employer * s Perspective. Eight of ten special needs 
learner employers reported paying the special needs learner equal to or 
more than other employees who had been on the job for the same amount of 
time. Eleven of thirteen employers of non-special needs learner reported 
paying the non-special needs learner equal to or more than other 
employees who had been on the job for the same amount of time. This is a 
very positive statement for special needs learners employed in the 
construction trade especially since none of the employers surveyed were 
union. 
The type of businesses represented in employment of the special 
needs learners were house building, general construction, and custom 
kitchens for work within the trade and produce distribution, farming, and 
military for work outside of the trade in which they were trained. The 
types of businesses represented in employment of the non-special needs 
learners were house building, custom kitchen, architectural millwork, 
home remodeling, pre—fab houses, house painting, maintenance/carpentry 
for a college, and carpentry/excavation for work within the trade and 
excavation and heavy equipment, maintenance/custodial for a high school, 
les for work outside the trade for which they were and clothing store sa 
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trained. Some of the former students were quick to add that they felt 
the training that they received at the vocational school had helped them 
in their present job situation. They also stated that the work ethic 
they had was due to the vocational school training. 
The data seems to show that the majority of the special needs 
learners stay with the type of job that was the major focus of the junior 
and senior year training at the vocational school. The three vocational 
school each build houses as part of the major curriculum focus for all 
students. The non-special needs learners tend to branch out in other 
areas of carpentry with only three employers reporting that their work 
was primarily house building. 
The size of the company does seem to have some bearing on the 
employment of the special needs learner with 50% of the companies 
reporting having five or fewer employees, compared to 15% of the 
non-special needs learners similarly employed. 
Seven of the ten companies who employed the special needs learners 
reported that their company did not currently employ any handicapped 
individuals. This is interesting to note because each of the seven 
students had been taken out of the mainstream of their school classes and 
given support classes. Once employed, their employers did not see them 
as handicapped. This is a very positive statement, and the fact that 
they were being paid equal to or more than co—workers is important to 
note. It was apparent for this study group, that the majority (70%) of 
the special needs learners had no recognizable handicapping conditions or 
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barriers to employment. It was also an unexpected finding that nine out 
of the ten employers who hired special needs learners rated them as 
better prepared or prepared the same compared to other vocational school 
graduates they had known. This rating was a very positive statement for 
special needs learners. This rating also compared to the non-special 
needs learner employer rating of 92% as being better prepared or prepared 
the same. 
The fact that all employers reported that none of the individuals in 
this study group were employed in a subsidized job demonstrated that all 
of the special needs learners in this study were able to compete for 
their employment as effectively as their non-special needs learner peers. 
This was unexpected due to the fact that the Franklin/Hampshire 
Employment and Training Center under the Jobs Training Partnership Act 
(J.T.P.A.) and Private Industry Council, which directs the employment and 
training center, is so active in the study area. Each of these schools 
work with the J.T.P.A. personnel for their county and stated that 
employers are aware of the subsidized training incentive available to 
give on the job training to handicapped people. Again, this pointed out 
that employers were not viewing the special needs learner as handicapped 
for purposes of employment. It should also be noted that this research 
study was conducted so that neither the employer or the special needs 
learner was informed of any special education background of any student. 
Only this researcher had that information. All employers and students 
were informed that this was a vocational school/employer follow-up study. 
This was done for student confidentiality as well as not to cause 
biases in survey responses. 
any 
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One hundred percent of the employers of the special needs learners 
reported that the special needs learner had the same job assignments as 
other employees who had been on the job for the same amount of time. 
This was also stated by the employers of non-special needs learners. 
Host employers were small companies with ten or less employees. 
Worker trait characteristics. The major focus of this study cen¬ 
tered around twenty items that help predict job success. The items dealt 
with work ethic and day to day worker trait characteristics. See Table 
12 (page 75). The special needs learners and the non-special needs 
learners had four worker trait mean ratings with high correlations. 
These were "positive attitudes and interests", "realistic expectations", 
"respect for property", and "gives a day's work for a day's pay". The 
data on Graph 1 (page 76) , illustrates that four areas were rated 
similarly by both sub-groups, and that the total worker trait 
characteristics showed no significant difference on a T-Test at the .05 
level. This data pointed out the fact that both special needs learners 
and non-special needs learners rated themselves very similar on all 
traits. All traits were rated from "good" to "very good" by both 
sub-groups. This similarity in self-rating must then be looked at from 
the perspective of their employers to see if the former students had a 
realistic understanding of their job performance as viewed by their 
employers. See Graphs 3 (page 84) and 4 (page 85). In the study of the 
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non-special needs learner, there were only five traits that showed a 
significant difference between their employer's ratings and their own 
ratings, see Graph 4 (page 85). They were "motivation", 
"self-dependence", "realistic expectations", "consistency" and 
"responsibility to others". The significant difference in rating range 
from the student’s higher range of "good" to "very good" and the 
employer's lower range of "good" to "very good" with the exception of 
"realistic expectations" being rated by the employer as "fair" to "good". 
The only other "fair" to "good" rating by employers for non-special needs 
learners was on "capacity for time consideration". This data range by 
employers did not show a significant difference from non-special needs 
learners because the former students also rated themselves lower on the 
"good" to "very good" range. It was then evident from the data which was 
generated by this study that the non-special needs learners were able to 
rate themselves from the same perspective as their employers. It was 
also evident that their employers ratings of "good" to "very good" on the 
worker trait characteristics demonstrated that employers were very 
satisfied with the work habits of non-special needs learners. 
Graph 3 (page 84) shows a different perspective for the special 
needs learners and their employers. The mean ratings of the special 
needs learners and their employers showed eight of the twenty worker 
traits that did not have significant differences when a T-Test was used 
at the .05 level. The eight traits included "able to get along with 
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others/co-workers", "on time", "tries hard", "attendance", "capacity for 
time consideration", "responsibility to others", "dependability", and 
"quantity of work". These traits pointed out the areas where the special 
needs learners and their employers were in agreement on how the special 
needs learner saw himself/herself on the job and how the employer also 
saw him/her. Of the twelve worker traits that had a significant 
difference, six of them had a .001-.008 significant difference. The six 
were "willingness to learn and perform job tasks", "motivation", 
"self-dependence", "realistic expectations", "positive attitudes and 
interests", and "tolerance". The special needs learners rated themselves 
in the "good" to "very good" range while their employers rated them in 
the "fair" to "good" range. It was interesting to note that all six of 
the worker traits could be associated with learning disabilities which an 
employer could mistake for lack of motivation, an unwillingness to learn 
or perform job tasks, not able to work independently, a lack of positive 
attitudes and interests, unrealistic expectations, and/or a lack of 
tolerance on the part of the learning disabled worker. A transition from 
school to work must be happening to some extent with these students 
because even though the special needs learner and his/her employer had a 
significant difference in their ratings, the employers' ratings were 
still in the "fair" to "good" range and the "good" to "very good" range. 
The ratings point out that there was room for improvement in a school to 
work transition, but, that it was not a poor transition that a poor or 
"very poor" rating would have indicated. The two highest work trait 
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ratings by employers of the special needs learners were "on time" and 
tries hard'. The special needs learners also rated these two traits 
highly. The employers and the special needs learners both rated the two 
traits in the "good" to "very good" range. 
All employers rated all students lower than students rated 
themselves. The average ratings were "good" to "very good" for 
non-special needs learners and their employers. Special needs learners 
rated themselves much higher than did their employer, and there was a 
larger significant difference in their ratings when compared to 
non-special needs learners and their employers. 
There were five areas of concern for the special needs learner: 
"motivation", "self-dependence", "positive attitudes and interests", 
"tolerance", and "overall job performance". Of these five areas of 
significant difference, all but "overall job performance" have been 
previously discussed and are associated with learning disabilities. 
"Overall job performance" was rated by employers of non-special needs 
learners as "good" to "very good" while employers of special needs 
learners rated them as only "fair" to "good". This then needs to be 
looked at as a direct comparison of the two student sub-groups. Although 
there is room for improvement, this was still a positive statement on the 
part of employers for special needs learners because they were not rated 
as "poor" or "very poor" for their overall job performance. 
The reader should keep in mind that although the T-Test for the mean 
ratings was established at the .05 level, because of the large number of 
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variables, and the small sample involved in this study, a random chance 
factor of probability could also establish a significant difference for 
the data recorded. One way to establish an additional degree of 
confidence in this study data, was to compare a part of this study's data 
to a larger statewide sample of the TDR study conducted in 1979 and 1980. 
-TDR Associates Ratings. A 1982 report by the TDR Associates and the 
Massachusetts Department of Education, Division of Occupational Education 
surveyed vocational school graduates of the classes of 1979 and 1980 and 
their employers. The state wide study sample consisted of 43 vocational 
high schools including the three vocational schools used in this research 
study. The TDR study reported that 80 to 90 percent of the employers 
surveyed rated the vocational training and job performance of the 1979 
and 1980 graduates as good to very good. The TDR study included the 
carpentry trade area from each of the school, but did not break the 
students into special needs learners and non-special needs learners as 
this current research study has. Students and their employers rated the 
training received at the vocational high school. The training was broken 
into five categories, "technical knowledge", "work attitude", "work 
quality", "overall ratings of training as it relates to requirements of 
present job", and "training compared to other co-workers who did not 
attend a vocational school". The ratings were based on a scale of very 
good, good, fair, poor,and very poor, with a scale rating of (5) for very 
good decreasing to a scale rating of (1) for very poor. This current 
study used the same five categories and rating system. The mean scores 
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for the current study were calculated and compared to the mean scores of 
the TDR study for both students and employers. See Table 14 and 15 
respectively. The student rating, see Table 14, shows very little 
variation between the special needs learner, the non-special needs 
learner and the TDR students. The TDR students did rate the five areas 
slightly less than the current students, but to no significant 
difference. All the ratings were in the "good" to "very good" range. 
The current study included 13 special needs learners and 15 non-special 
needs learners while the TDR study reported 113 total students. This 
would then suggest that the current study's student data is very much 
representative of vocational carpentry students in general and should 
thus give an added degree of generalizability to this current study. 
The employers of the TDR study and the employers of the non-special 
needs learners were very similar in all five categories, see Table 15 
(page 92). This would then suggest that the current study's employer 
data was very much representative of employers of vocational carpentry 
students in general, and should give added emphasis to this current 
employer study. The TDR employers and the non-special needs learner's 
employers rated all five categories as "good" to "very good". The 
employers of the special needs learners in the current study rated only 
"work attitude" and "training received compared to other co-workers who 
did not attend a vocational school" as "good" to "very good while the 
other categories were rated as "fair" to "good". This rating pointed out 
that when employers of special needs learners were compared to statewide 
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employers, the employers of special needs learners rated the vocational 
training received by the special needs learner below that of the 
employers of non-special needs learners. It should also be noted that 
this rating reflected the actual application of the training that the 
former students demonstrated on the job and was not a comment by the 
employers of how much the vocational school systems may have helped the 
special needs learner. The employers were commenting on the end product 
of that educational training. 
Questions answered. Chapter I listed nine questions to be 
specifically answered by the analysis of the data generated from this 
research. Each of the nine questions will be discussed in relation to 
the data presented. The questions and answers are: 
1. Are vocationally trained special needs learners able to 
find employment in their trade, or a related trade area after 
graduating from a vocational high school? 
Table 5 answers this question in the affirmative. 
Sixty-seven percent are employed in their trade area, 13% 
not employed in their trade area, 13% employed with the 
military, and 7% unemployed. 
2. What kind of job does a special needs learner nave after 
graduating from a vocational program of study? 
Table 16 depicts the kind of jobs special needs learn¬ 
ers have after graduation. Nine are in rough carpentry 
work, one is in finish carpentry work, two are in the 
military, two are not in the trade (one is farming and 
one is a truck driver), and one is unemployed due to an 
accident. 
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Table 16 
Kind of Work Special Needs Learners 
Acquire After Graduation 
Student 
In Trade 
Rough Work Finish Work Military 
Not in 
Trade 
Unem¬ 
ployed Total 
Special Needs 
Learner 9 1 2 2 1 15 
Non-Special 
Needs Learner 5 5 0 3 2 15 
Total 14 6 2 5 3 30 
3. Are vocational special needs students keeping their jobs 
once employed. 
Table 3 shows that 58% have been employed with the 
same company for more than six months. The fact that one- 
half of the students sampled were on the job market for a 
maximum of 30 months, and one-half were on the job market 
for a maximum of 15 months demonstrates that the special 
needs learners are keeping their jobs once employed. The 
42% who were employed for less than six months stated that 
they had left their previous job for their current job be¬ 
cause they saw it as a better opportunity for them. 
4. Are employers satisfied with the job performance of the 
special needs learner as compared to non-special needs 
learners’ employers? (As a result of data comparison of 
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worker trait characteristics.) 
Graph 2 (page 83) shows that employers of special needs 
learners were satisfied with the job performance of the special 
needs learners, but that it could be improved. The employers 
of special needs learners rated them from "fair" to "good" and 
from "good" to "very good" on worker trait characteristics, 
with 11 or 55% of the traits rated as "fair" to "good" and 
nine or 45% rated as good" to "very good". The employers 
of non-special needs learners rated two traits or 10% as "fair" 
to "good" and 18 traits or 90% from "good" to "very good". 
Table 17 
Worker Trait Percentages 
For Ratings By Employers 
Worker Trait Special Needs Non-Special 
Ratings by Learners Needs Learners 
Employers % % 
"Fair" to "Good" 11 55% 2 10% 
"Good" to 
Good" 
"Very 
9 45% 18 90% 
Total 20 100% 20 100% 
5. Does the employed special needs learner, who has graduated 
from a trade program have the same ratings, job assignments, 
and pay, as non-special needs learners? (As a result of 
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data comparison.) 
The special needs learner did not have the same worker 
trait ratings as the non-special needs learner. See Table 17 
(page 109) and Graph 2 (page 83). The non-special needs 
learner had predominately "good" to "very good" ratings by 
employers while the special needs learner had a mix of "fair" 
to "good" and "good" to "very good" ratings. These ratings for 
the special needs learners were still positive from the 
employers' perspective. 
When employers were asked if the former students held 
the same job assignments as others who had been employed for 
the same amount of time, all employers responded with a yes. 
It could therefore, be stated that the special needs learners 
had the same job assignments as non-special needs learners. 
See Table 11 for pay comparisons. It was reported by 
employers that eighty percent of the special needs learners 
earned as much or more than other employees who had been on 
the job for the same amount of time. This question of whether 
the special needs learner had the same job assignments and pay 
as non-special needs learners must, therefore, be answered in 
the affirmative. 
6. Does the employer believe that the vocational program of study 
helped the student find and keep his/her employment? 
See Graph 2 (page 83). The employers overall rating of 
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the vocational school training as it related to job require¬ 
ments was in the "fair" to "good" range for the special needs 
learner and in the "good" to "very good" range for the non¬ 
special needs learner. It could, therefore, be stated that 
employers in this study were satisfied with the vocational 
program of study. When this is considered along with the 
employers’ rating of "good" to "very good" by both employer 
groups on relative vocational school preparation for jobs when 
compared to co-workers who did not attend a vocational school, 
it can be stated that the employers believe that the vocational 
program of study did help the student in this study too find 
and keep her/his job. 
7. Is the special needs learner satisfied with her/his vocational 
training which was received at the vocational high school as 
compared to non-special needs learners? 
Both groups of students rated the training that they re¬ 
ceived at the vocational school as "good" to "very good". See 
Graph 1 (page 76). In addition, both groups rated the academic 
training as "good" to "very good". The special needs learners 
rated the tools and equipment used at the vocational school 
compared to their current job as "good" to "very good" while 
the non-special needs learner rated them as "fair" to good . 
It could, therefore, be stated that both groups of students 
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were satisfied. 
8. How do the employers and the special needs learners’ ratings of 
worker trait characteristics compare? 
See Graph 3 (page 84). In general, the special needs 
learner s ratings of her/his own worker trait characteristics 
were rated in the "good” to "very good" range, while their 
employers’ ratings of them were split in the "fair" to "good" 
range and in the "good" to "very good" range. 
9. How do the employers and the non-special need learners’ ratings 
of worker trait characteristics compare? 
See Graph 4 (page 85). In general, the non-special needs 
learner’s ratings of his/her own worker trait characteristics 
were rated in the "good" to "very good" range while all except 
two of their employers’ ratings of them were also in the "good" 
to "very good" range, with two traits in the "fair" to "good" 
range. 
The data from this study points out that special needs 
learners in the carpentry trade were able to find employment 
within their trade and that employers’ rated them from "fair" 
to "very good" in their job performance. The vocational 
schools in Western Massachusetts appear to be meeting the 
needs of mainstreamed vocational special needs learners in 
the carpentry trade programs. 
The following three suggestions should be acted upon in the 
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vocational high schools for all special needs learners: 
1. This study has shown that the special needs learners' opinion 
of what they do on the job and how they perceive themselves 
on the job was high when compared to the ratings they were 
given by their employers. The special needs learner should 
start a school to work transition while still in high school. 
2. The fact that very few students listed the school as the 
source for finding employment may demonstrate that the Co-op¬ 
erative (co-op.) work counselor's role in job placement 
and follow-up of special needs learners should be expanded 
with closer supervision and employer feedback on student 
progress. 
3. The fact that very few special needs learners listed their 
family as a means to help find employment, while the non¬ 
special needs learners listed their family as a means to 
employment may suggest that a school adjustment counselor 
should be a part of the school to work transition team for 
special needs learners. 
Recommendations 
The following recommendations were suggested to improve the service 
delivery for special needs learners in vocational high schools. This 
research effort has indicated that the vocational programs are well along 
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in their training of special needs learners. If the full potential of 
these students is to be maximized, and, if employers are going to be 
looking for better qualified and better trained individuals in the 
future, then better services are going to have to be developed and 
implemented within the present structure of the vocational school system. 
Recommendations for future research. This research study should be the 
first step into the research efforts on vocational schools and the 
special needs learner, and how they can meet the labor market 
requirements for current and future employment in Massachusetts. Some of 
the future research efforts should focus on the following: 
1. Repeat the TDR Associates statewide study with all trade 
areas represented. The student and employer surveys 
should then be formed into sub-groups of special needs 
learners and non-special needs learners for both stu¬ 
dent and employer responses. This new study should 
also be of an indepth personal interview type format 
to ensure greater response from participants. 
2. A study should be conducted by the Departments of Education, 
Divisions of Special Education dealing with job satisfaction in 
order to ascertain whether or not the special needs learner is 
happy with their current employment and job duties, as they 
pertain to vocational training and to regular high school 
preparation. 
Although this present study was unable to document salary 3. 
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issues, a study should be conducted dealing with the salary 
earned by special needs learners by occupations and types of 
school training, one year and five years, after high school 
graduation. This study should include regular high schools and 
vocational schools. This would allow the research effort to 
pinpoint those jobs that may tend to be low paying and dead 
ended. 
4. Statewide studies should be conducted to compare tools and 
equipment used at the vocational school by special needs 
learners and non-special needs learners and the tools and 
equipment used by their employers. This should be broken 
into sub-groups for special needs learners and non-special 
needs learners and each of their respective employers. 
This way an indepth look could be taken of the training 
requirements, and, if the vocational schools have the pro¬ 
per and necessary tools and equipment. 
5. Statewide studies of vocational school co-operative (co-op) 
work placement should be conducted. The results of such a 
study should be able to document the number of students hired 
full time by the co-op employer and how many students are never 
placed in employment by the school system. The study should 
also document how long a student stays on that initial co-op. 
job after graduation. 
Statewide surveys of individual vocational schools and the 6. 
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number of placements of special needs learners that take 
place each year should be conducted. This study could 
then be used to strengthen the guidance function of junior 
high counselors and the team evaluation process. 
Recommendations for methodology. The following recommendations could 
prove helpful to any individual who may want to conduct a similar 
research effort in the future. The recommendations are: 
1. When designing the worker traits, do not use more than one 
trait to a rating topic unless one rating is directly re¬ 
lated to the other and the condition exists so that if one 
is not done than the other condition could not be done 
either, as in the case "willingness to learn and perform 
job tasks". 
2. When conducting a personal interview by way of the tele¬ 
phone to construction trade employers and employees, do 
not call during deer hunting time because they are either 
absent or are unable to talk because they are shorthanded 
on the job due to others who are absent. Do not call dur¬ 
ing the best days in summer because ten hours a day for 
six days a week are not uncommon for non-union workers. 
The best time to call young adults is at supper time be¬ 
cause it does not appear (from this study) that they are 
home for more than six or seven hours a day, and that, they 
use for sleeping. Rainy days are also a better time to 
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catch a young adult at home by 8:00 A.M., but never call 
on a Saturday or Sunday morning. Employers can usually 
be talked with fifteen minutes before the start of the work 
day at their office, or at supper time, or Sunday afternoon, 
if it is raining. Their night time is usually used to view 
new jobs or to solve problems that occurred that day. 
Recommendations for use of the data. The last set of recommendations are 
for agencies that could benefit from the use of this data in their policy 
making or policy advising roles in vocational education and in special 
education on a state or national level. These recommendations include: 
1. Departments of Education, Division of Occupational Education 
personnel who have input into policy making decisions for 
vocational education programs. The data on job duties, tools 
and equipment, and employer ratings of vocational school 
training and worker traits could be useful in formulating 
future regulation and curriculum changes that would help the 
vocational schools better address the needs of students and 
employers. 
2. Department of Education personnel who have input into policy 
making decisions for special education regulations. The data 
on the special needs learners' worker trait characteristics 
ratings and the data on their employers' ratings could prove 
useful in providing in-service training to local school system 
personnel who teach special needs learners in resource rooms in 
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high school programs. This overall study could also be used 
by the state policy level personnel to put vocational educa¬ 
tion into a new context of being able to meet the needs of 
special needs learners. This data could also help the 
special education personnel to overcome any stereotypical 
perceptions of vocational education that they may harbor. That 
is, to dispel the belief that vocational schools are elitist 
and discriminate against handicapped students. 
3. Vocational Advisory Councils should view the data on job 
duties, types of business that hire vocational graduates, and 
employer ratings of the vocational school graduates. This 
could help the councils to view secondary education and 
vocational education from an additional perspective that could 
include continuing education courses, and that skills upgrading 
will be a future need for all students. 
4. Local education agency personnel, specifically those indivi¬ 
duals who serve on school committees and trade advisory 
boards, or work as junior high school counselors, vocational 
school counselors, curriculum co-ordinator, resource room 
teachers, and school superintendents should review this study 
to get facts about secondary vocational education and its 
ability to meet the needs of appropriately placed special needs 
learners. 
5. Federal and state legislators who set policy and then allocate 
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funding dollars to their policies should view this research 
study and the data generated from it. Special attention 
should be given to employment and employers' ratings of 
secondary vocational education and its program graduates. 
The training of the future work force; that is to say, those 
people who will be the blue collar tradespeople of tomorrow, 
requires good leadership and decision making now, and ade¬ 
quate funding that targets success for tomorrow. 
Summary 
This study was conducted to determine if special needs learners who 
graduated from a particular trade program of vocational study, were able 
to compete as successfully for employment as their non-special needs 
learners. This study also allowed students and their employers to rate 
the vocational training received by the students, and compared the 
students self-rating of worker traits to those ratings of their 
employers. A literature review was conducted to gather current 
information about research efforts that pertained to this study. 
National, and selected international efforts were documented and reviewed 
along with federal and state, including Massachusetts, laws, regulations, 
and programs that pertain to vocational and special education. This 
literature review allowed for a focusing of complex and multifaceted 
issues surrounding special education. Vocational training, school to 
work transition, and employment of special needs learners was discussed 
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and certain traits or characteristics emerged as common traits in 
successful programs over the past decade. The review of literature also 
included methodology used in conducting vocational and employment surveys 
and techniques used in preparing an interview survey instrument. 
Thirty-eight items of information were ultimately selected for use in the 
survey instruments and were used with thirty respondents representing 
three vocational Chapter 74 high schools in Western Massachusetts and 
their employers. 
The total student sample was made up of carpentry trade program 
graduates of which fifteen were special needs learners and fifteen were 
non-special needs learners. The total employer sample was made up of 
fifteen employers of special needs learners and fifteen employers of the 
non-special needs learners. 
Two general types of data were discussed: student data and employer 
data. The two general types were separated into two sub-groups each con¬ 
sisting of the special needs learners and the non-special needs learners. 
Data was compared and discussed in four sub areas: background, worker 
trait characteristics, vocational school training, and comparisons with a 
previous TDR Associates study of vocational school training. 
The background data yielded responses on the students and employers 
personal backgrounds. For students, this included their age at time of 
graduation, current employment status, job duties, kind and length of 
travel to work, and sex. For employers, this included type of business, 
years in business, size of company, wages paid to employees, and job 
assignments of former students. 
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The worker trait characteristic's consisted of twenty items which 
were deemed by employers to be predictors of job success for their 
employees. The former students rated themselves on the worker traits, 
and then the employers rated the former students on the same list of 
worker traits. The responses from this data were then used for 
comparisons within the sub-groups. 
Student ratings of the vocational school academic training and the 
tools and equipment used at the school were also compared for the two 
student sub-groups. 
The TDR study of vocational school training in five areas of that 
training were compared to the same five areas of the current study for 
both student and employer sub-groups. 
When the background data was examined, it indicated that 67% of the 
special needs learners were employed in their field of vocational 
training, 13% were not employed in their training field, 13% were 
employed with the military and 7% were unemployed. This compared to the 
non-special needs learner sub-group which had 67% employed in their 
trade, 20% not employed in their trade, and 13% unemployed. The mean 
ages for both student sub-groups at time of graduation was 18 years old. 
The types of job duties for special needs learners included nine in rough 
carpentry work, one in finish carpentry work, two in the military, one in 
farming, and one in truck driving. The types of job duties for 
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non special needs learners included five in rough carpentry work, five in 
finish carpentry work, one in high school custodial work, one in 
excavation and heavy equipment operation, and one in clothing store 
management. The data responses indicated that most of the students 
worked within a 25 mile radius of their employer and drove their own 
vehicles to work. Twenty-eight of the 30 students in this study were 
males (93%). 
The employer background data indicated that 67% of employers of 
special needs learners were in the construction trades, and that 67% of 
the non-special needs learners were also in the construction trades with 
33% in finish work type carpentry. The average years in business for 
special needs learners' employers was 18 years while the non-special 
needs learners' was 17 years. Sixty percent of both student sub-groups 
worked for companies with ten or fewer employees. Eighty percent of the 
employers of special needs learners paid them more or equal to other 
employees who had been on the job for the same amount of time, while 85% 
of the employers of non-special needs learners paid them more or equal to 
other employees who had been on the job for the same amount of time. 
The special needs learners rated their own worker traits as good to 
very good on 100% of the items, while their employers rated the special 
needs learners as fair to good on 55% of the items and from good to very 
good on 45% of the items. The non-special need learners rated their own 
worker traits as good to very good on 100% of the items while their 
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employers rated them as fair to good on 10% of the items and from good to 
very good on 90% of the items. 
The special needs learners rated, the tools and equipment used at 
the vocational school when compared to the tools and equipment used on 
the job, from good to very good while the non-special needs learners 
rated them as fair to good. Both sub-groups of former students rated the 
academic training that they received at the vocational school as good to 
very good. 
The TDR study and this current study of student ratings of training 
received at the vocational school showed that all five training areas 
were rated as good to very good by all students. The TDR study and this 
current study of employers’ ratings of the training received by their 
vocational school graduates points out that the non-special needs learner 
employers and the TDR employers rated all five training areas as good to 
very good, while the special needs learners rated three as fair to good 
(60%) and two as good to very good (40%). 
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Table 18 
Percent of Special Education 
Students in Carpentry Classes 
Students Franklin 
Technical 
County 
School 
Pathfinder 
Vocational 
School 
Smith 
Vocational 
School 
1984 1985 1984 1985 1984 1985 
Number of special educa¬ 
tion students in carpen¬ 
try trade who graduated 
in 1984 and 1985 3 2 2 3 2 3 
Number of total gradu¬ 
ates in carpentry trade 
for 1984 and 1985 14 11 13 14 12 13 
Percent of special edu¬ 
cation students in car¬ 
pentry trade class 21% 18% 15% 21% 17% 23% 
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January 15, 1986 
Dr. Gerald Paist, Superintendent/Director 
Pathfinder Regional Vocational Technical High School 
Palmer, MA 01069 
Dear Gerry: 
I am writing to you to request your help in a research project I am 
currently doing in order to complete my dissertation at the University of 
Massachusetts in Amherst. 
My research is based on a follow-up survey instrument that I plan to 
administer by way of a personal interview to former special needs 
learners 
and non-special needs learners and their employers. This study will work 
only with the carpentry trade students who graduated in the class of 1984 
and 1985. 
I need the names of the graduated seniors in the carpentry class of 
1984 and 1985 and the names of those carpentry students who received any 
support services under special education during their senior year. This 
will require that your special education director contact these 
individuals and secure their written permission to take part in this 
study. I will not need access to any special education files or records 
other than the names of those students who received special education 
services during their senior year in the Carpentry Trade Program. This 
list will be kept strictly confidential and be used only for research 
purposes. At no time will the former special needs learner be identified 
as having been in special education to either him/herself or to their 
employers. The study will not identify any individuals, but will 
generate a database with which to take a look at how the vocational 
school special needs learner is perceived by his/her employer. This will 
also be compared to a non-special needs learner who graduated from the 
same carpentry class and his/her employer. This study will be set up 
similar to the vocational school follow-up study your school participated 
in during 1979 and 1980 for the State Department of Education and 
administered by the TDR Associates. 
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Dr. Gerald Paist 
January 15, 1986 
I would appreciate your support 
special education director as well, 
call me at 586-6970, extension 440. 
in this effort and that of your 
If you have any questions, please 
Sincerely, 
Steven H. Johnson 
Director of Special Services 
SMJ/jf 
ccc Mr. James Martin, Special Education Director 
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January 15, 1986 
Mr. David Filkins, Superintendent/Director 
Franklin County Technical Vocational High School 
Turners Falls, MA 01376 
Dear Dave: 
I am writing to you to request your help in a research project I am 
currently doing in order to complete my dissertation at the University of 
Massachusetts in Amherst. 
My research is based on a follow-up survey instrument that I plan to 
administer by way of a personal interview to former special needs 
learners 
and non-special needs learners and their employers. This study will work 
only with the carpentry trade students who graduated in the class of 1984 
and 1985. 
I need the names of the graduated seniors in the carpentry class of 
1984 and 1985 and the names of those carpentry students who received any 
support services under special education during their senior year. This 
will require that your special education director contact these 
individuals and secure their written permission to take part in this 
study. I will not need access to any special education files or records 
other than the names of those students who received special education 
services during their senior year in the Carpentry Trade Program. This 
list will be kept strictly confidential and be used only for research 
purposes. At no time will the former special needs learner be identified 
as having been in special education to either him/herself or to their 
employers. The study will not identify any individuals, but will 
generate a database with which to take a look at how the vocational 
school special needs learner is perceived by his/her employer. This will 
also be compared to a non-special needs learner who graduated from the 
same carpentry class and his/her employer. This study will be set up 
similar to the vocational school follow-up study your school participated 
in during 1979 and 1980 for the State Department of Education and 
administered by the TDR Associates. 
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Mr. David Filkins -2- January 15. 1986 
I would appreciate your support in this effort and that of your 
special education director as well. If you have any questions, please 
call me at 586-6970, extension 440. 
Sincerely, 
Steven M. Johnson 
Director of Special Services 
SMJ/j f 
cc: Mrs. Patricia Bassett, Special Education Director 
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January 15, 1986 
Mr. C. Bradley McGrath, Superintendent/Director 
Smith Vocational High School 
80 Locust Street 
Northampton, MA 01060 
Dear Brad: 
I am writing to you to request your help in a research project I am 
currently doing in order to complete my dissertation at the University of 
Massachusetts in Amherst. 
My research is based on a follow-up survey instrument that I plan to 
administer by way of a personal interview to former special needs 
learners 
and non-special needs learners and their employers. This study will work 
only with the carpentry trade students who graduated in the class of 1984 
and 1985. 
I need the names of the graduated seniors in the carpentry class of 
1984 and 1985 and the names of those carpentry students who received any 
support services under special education during their senior year. This 
will require that your special education director contact these 
individuals and secure their written permission to take part in this 
study. I will not need access to any special education files or records 
other than the names of those students who received special education 
services during their senior year in the Carpentry Trade Program. This 
list will be kept strictly confidential and be used only for research 
purposes. At no time will the former special needs learner be identified 
as having been in special education to either him/herself or to their 
employers. The study will not identify any individuals, but will 
generate a database with which to take a look at how the vocational 
school special needs learner is perceived by his/her employer. This will 
also be compared to a non-special needs learner who graduated from the 
same carpentry class and his/her employer. This study will be set up 
similar to the vocational school follow-up study your school participated 
in during 1979 and 1980 for the State Department of Education and 
administered by the TDR Associates. 
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Hr. C. Bradley McGrath 
-2- January 
I would appreciate your support in this effort and that of 
special education director as well. If you have any questions, 
call me at 586-6970, extension 440. 
Sincerely, 
5, 1986 
your 
please 
SMJ/jf 
Steven M. Johnson 
Director of Special Services 
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FRANKLIN COUNTY TECHNICAL SCHOOL 
1. Number of special education graduates in senior class for 1984 for 
the total school: 
2. Number of total graduates in senior class for 1984 for the total 
school: 
3. Number of special education students in the Carpentry Shop who 
graduated in 1984: _ 
4. Number of total graduates in Carpentry Shop for 1984: 
Name, Address, 
of 
1984 Carpentry 
Graduates: 
1. 
Telephone Number 
Special Education 
Name, Address, Telephone Number 
of 
1984 Carpentry Class Non-Special 
Education Graduates: (one for one 
random selection) 
1. 
2. 2. 
3. 3. 
4. 4. 
5. 5. 
6. 6. 
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FRANKLIN COUNTY TECHNICAL SCHOOL 
1. Number of special education graduates in senior class for 1985 for 
the total school: 
2. Number of total graduates in senior class for 1985 for the total 
school: 
3. Number of special education students in the Carpentry Shop who 
graduated in 1985: _ 
4. Number of total graduates in Carpentry Shop for 1985: 
Name, Address, Telephone Number 
of 
1985 Carpentry Special Education 
Graduates: 
1. 
Name, Address, Telephone Number 
of 
1985 Carpentry Class Non-Special 
Education Graduates: (one for one 
random selection) 
1. 
2. 2. 
3. 3. 
4. 4. 
5. 5. 
6. 6. 
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SMITH VOCATIONAL HIGH SCHOOL 
1. Number of special education graduates in senior class for 1984 for 
the total school: 
2. Number of total graduates in senior class for 1984 for the total 
school: 
3. Number of special education students in the Carpentry Shop who 
graduated in 1984: _ 
4. Number of total graduates in Carpentry Shop for 1984: 
Name, Address, Telephone Number 
of 
1984 Carpentry Special Education 
Graduates: 
Name, Address, Telephone Number 
of 
1984 Carpentry Class Non-Special 
Education Graduates: (one for one 
random selection) 
1. 1. 
2. 2. 
3. 3. 
4. 4. 
5. 5. 
6.___^--- 
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SMITH VOCATIONAL HIGH SCHOOL 
1. Number of special education graduates in senior class for 1985 for 
the total school: 
2. Number of total graduates in senior class for 1985 for the total 
school: 
3. Number of special education students in the Carpentry Shop who 
graduated in 1985: _ 
4. Number of total graduates in Carpentry Shop for 1985: 
Name, Address, Telephone Number 
of 
1985 Carpentry Special Education 
Graduates: 
Name, Address, Telephone Number 
of 
1985 Carpentry Class Non-Special 
Education Graduates: (one for one 
random selection) 
1. 1. 
2. 2. 
3. 3. 
4. 4. 
5. 5. 
6. ___6,-- 
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PATHFINDER 
I. Number of special education graduates in senior class for 1984 for 
the total school: 
2. Number of total graduates in senior class for 1984 for the total 
school: 
3. Number of special education students in the Carpentry Shop who 
graduated in 1984: _ 
4. Number of total graduates in Carpentry Shop for 1984: 
Name, Address, Telephone Number 
of 
1984 Carpentry Special Education 
Graduates: 
1. 
Name, Address, Telephone Number 
of 
1984 Carpentry Class Non-Special 
Education Graduates: (one for one 
random selection) 
1. 
2. 2. 
3. 3. 
4. 4. 
5. 5. 
6.__ 6-_----- 
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PATHFINDER 
1. Number of special education graduates in senior class for 1985 for 
the total school: 
2. Number of total graduates in senior class for 1985 for the total 
school: 
3. Number of special education students in the Carpentry Shop who 
graduated in 1985: 
4. Number of total graduates in Carpentry Shop for 1985: 
Name, Address, Telephone Number 
of 
1985 Carpentry Special Education 
Graduates: 
Name, Address, Telephone Number 
of 
1985 Carpentry Class Non-Special 
Education Graduates: (one for one 
random selection) 
1. 1. 
2. 2. 
3. 3. 
4. 4. 
5. 5. 
6. 6. 
APPENDIX D 
LETTER TO STUDENTS 
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June 16, 1986 
Hi, 
My name is Steve Johnson and I need your help. I work at Smith 
Vocational School in Northampton. I am working on a study to find out 
how you feel about the education you received at the vocational school 
from which you graduated in 1985. I also want to find out, how you feel 
about the job or jobs you have had since you attended the vocational 
school. I will also be interested in contacting your present employer to 
see how he or she feels about the vocational training you received at the 
vocational school and how they feel about you on the job. 
I would like to ask you a few questions and it should not take 
longer than 15 minutes of your time. The answers you give me now, may 
help other students who want to go to a vocational school in the future. 
If you have any questions or concerns, please call me at 586-6970, X 440. 
All of this will be kept confidential and no individual names will be 
reported at any time. 
I will be phoning you within the next two or three weeks to discuss 
this further with you. Please, this is your chance to have a say in just 
how well the vocational system worked for you, so won't you help me in 
this study? Thank you for your time. 
Sincerely, 
SJ/jf 
Steve Johnson 
Director of Special Services 
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June 16, 1986 
Hi, 
My name is Steve Johnson and I need your help. I work at Smith 
Vocational School in Northampton. I am working on a study to find out 
how you feel about the education you received at the vocational school 
from which you graduated in 1984. I also want to find out, how you feel 
about the job or jobs you have had since you attended the vocational 
school. I will also be interested in contacting your present employer to 
see how he or she feels about the vocational training you received at the 
vocational school and how they feel about you on the job. 
I would like to ask you a few questions and it should not take 
longer than 15 minutes of your time. The answers you give me now, may 
help other students who want to go to a vocational school in the future. 
If you have any questions or concerns, please call me at 586-6970, X 440. 
All of this will be kept confidential and no individual names will be 
reported at any time. 
I will be phoning you within the next two or three weeks to discuss 
this further with you. Please, this is your chance to have a say in just 
how well the vocational system worked for you, so won’t you help me in 
this study? Thank you for your time. 
Sincerely, 
SJ/jf 
Steve Johnson 
Director of Special Services 
APPENDIX E 
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Page 1 of 6 
FOLLOW-UP SURVEY OF FORMER 
VOCATIONAL STUDENT 
Personal Information: _A _B C School. 
A. Graduation year from the Vocational School. 
B. Your age at time of graduation? 
1. What is your current employment status? (What job are you on now?) 
_ Employed (includes all employment even if below your 
qualifications; 
does not include full time military service 
a. _ full time, b. _ part time (less than 35 hrs. per 
week) 
_ Employed (full time military service) 
_ Unemployed (not employed, but actively seeking employment) 
Not in the labor force (not employed and, not seeking employment 
because of: 
a. choice, b. illness; c. full time student. 
d. pregnancy, e. other 
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2. How long have you had this job? 
1* _ less than 6 months, 2. _ 6-12 months, 3. 
2A.Are you self-employed? _ Yes, _no 
3. Name of company where presently employed: 
Company Name: _ 
Street:  
City:  State: 
Page 2 of 6 
more than 
one year 
Present Job Information: 
Job Title: _ 
Job Duties: _ carpenter’s helper, _ laborer, _ clean-up, 
_ rough framing work, _ finish work 
other___ 
4. Is this job related to your field of vocational training? 
Yes, it is directly or closely related. 
No, it is only remotely related or is not related at all. 
5. If not employed in trade related job, what is the reason for not 
getting a job you were trained for in school? 
I did not want to do what I was trained for in school. 
I tried, but could not get a job in my field. 
I did not think I learned enough to get a job for which I was 
trained. 
The pay was not enough. 
I did not like the working conditions. 
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- I got a chance for a better job in a non-related field. 
- Current job is temporary while I continue my education. 
_ Other 
6. In what manner did you find employment for your present job? 
_ Self, _ Family, _ Friends, School, 
_ State Agency, _ Private Agency 
7. How do you get to work? 
_ Drive own vehicle 
_ Ride in another's vehicle 
_ Ride a Bus 
_ Walk _ Other: _ 
8. How far do you travel to work regularly? 
_ Less than 5 miles, _ 6-10 miles, _ 11-25 miles, 
_ 25-50 miles, _ greater than 50 miles 
9. How do you feel about the academic training (i.e., english, math, 
science, etc.) you received at the vocational school? 
Very Good, Good, _ No Opinion, _ Poor, _ Very Poor 
10. When I compare the tools and equipment I use on the job with those 
used at the vocational school, the tools and equipment at the 
vocational school are: 
Better than those used on the job. 
Similar to those used on the job. 
Worse than those used on the job. 
Never used this type of tool or equipment at the vocational 
school. 
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Vocational Training: Worker Trait Characteristics (TDR). 
Thinking back to your high school Vocational Training Program, please rate 
the training that you received in the following areas: 
Very Very 
Good Good Neutral Poor Poor 
11. Technical knowledge 
12. Work attitude 
13. Work quality 
14. Overall Rating: (TDR) 
What is your overall rating of the high school vocational training 
that you received as it relates to the requirements of your job? 
_ Very good, _ Good, _ Neutral, _ Poor, _ Very poor 
15. Relative Preparation: (TDR) 
I 
How would you rate your training compared to other co-workers in 
your work group who did not attend a vocational technical school? 
_ No basis for comparison, _ I am better prepared, 
Both are about the same, I am less prepared 
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In my opinion, on the job, I would rate myself; 
Training Variables Very 
Worker Trait Characteristics_Good Good Fair 
16,Overall job performance  
17. Quantity of my work___ 
18. Dependability  
19. Responsibility to others  
20. Tolerance  
21. Consistency_ 
22. Capacity for time consideration_ 
23. Positive attitudes and interests  
24. Realistic expectations  
25.Self-dependence_ 
26. Motivation_ 
27. Willingness to learn and 
perform job tasks 
28. Respect for authority/boss_ 
29. Respect for property___ 
30. Attendance:_______ 
31. Calls employer if going to be late 
or unable to work  
32. Tries Hard_____ 
33.On time____ 
34.Able to get along with others/co¬ 
workers  
Page 5 of 6 
Very 
Poor Poor 
35.Gives a day's work for a day’s pay 
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36. I am: female, male 
37. What is your current education status? 
_ Currently attending school 
_ Not currently attending school 
38. Have you had any additional training since attending the vocational 
school? 
_ None, _ On the job, _ Apprenticeship, _ College, 
_ Other vocational program, _ Military, Other 
Additional Information: 
A. What is your current salary before deductions? 
(Do not add overtime) $ _ per week 
B. The salary in the preceding item is based on how many hours per week 
of employment? 
_ hours per week 
C. What were your starting wages? 
(Based on the same number of hours per week.) 
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FOLLOW-UP SURVEY OF EMPLOYERS 
HIRING FORMER VOCATIONAL STUDENTS 
Page 1 of 5 
Personal Information: A B c 
School Employee attended. 
A. How would you describe the major activities of your business: 
B. Years in Business: _ 
1. Are you a vocational school graduate? _ Yes, No 
If yes, name school:  
2. How many people do you employ? _ 1-5, _ 6-10, _11-15, 
_ more than 16 
3. How many former vocational students are employed with your 
company? 0, 1-5, 6-10, 11-15, more than 
16 
4. Does your company hire co-op students from a vocational school? 
Yes, _ No, _ Not sure, _ Have in past, but not 
currently 
5. Does your company have a representative on a trade advisory board 
at a vocational school? 
Yes, No, _ Not sure, _ Have in past, but not 
currently 
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6. Does your company have a policy for hiring the handicapped? 
_ Yes, _ No, _ Not sure 
7. Does your company employ any handicapped individuals? 
_ Yes» _ No* _ Not sure, _ Have in past, but not 
currently 
8. Are you: 
_ Union, _ Non-union, _ Both 
9. The effectiveness of a person’s training can be rated on the basis 
of first hand knowledge of their vocational high school program, or 
observing their performance on the job. On what basis will you be 
answering questions 11-35 below? 
a. _ Only on first hand knowledge of the employee's vocational 
school program. 
b. _ Only as reflected in the employee’s job performance. 
c. Both on knowledge about the vocational school program and 
the employee's job performance. 
10. As compared to other vocational school graduates, how would you 
rate this individual employee? 
_ (1) No basis to judge, _ (2) Individual is better prepared, 
(3) Both are the same, _ (4) Individual is less prepared 
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Vocational Training evaluation: Worker trait characteristics (TDR) 
Please rate the vocational training received by the individual in the 
following areas: 
Very Very 
Good Good Neutral Poor Poor 
11. Technical knowledge 
12. Work attitude 
13. Work quality 
14. Overall Rating: (TDR) 
What is your overall rating of the high school vocational training 
received by this individual as it relates to the requirements of 
his/her job? 
Undecided 
_ Very good, _ Good, _ Neutral, _ Poor, _ Very poor 
15. Relative Preparation: (TDR) 
As a result of this person’s vocational training, how would you rate 
his/her preparation in relation to other employees in her/his work 
group who did not receive such training? 
No basis for comparison. _ Individual is better prepared. 
Both are about the same, Individual is less prepared. 
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In my opinion, on the job, I would rate this individual: 
Training Variables Very “ 
Worker Trait Characteristics_Good Good Fair 
16.Overall job performance_ 
17. Quantity of his/her work  
18. Dependability_ 
19. Responsibility to others_ 
20. Tolerance 
21. Consistency  
22. Capacity for time consideration_ 
23. Positive attitudes and interests  
24. Realistic expectations  
25.Self-dependence_ 
26. Motivation  
27. Willingness to learn and 
perform job tasks 
28. Respect for authority/boss_ 
29. Respect for property  
30. Attendance:_ 
31. Calls employer if going to be late 
or unable to work 
32. Tries Hard____ 
33.On time  
34.Able to get along with others/co¬ 
workers ___— 
Page 4 of 5 
Very 
Poor Poor 
35.Gives a day's work for a day’s pay 
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36. Do you pay this Individual: _more. _equal, _ or less than 
other employees who have been on the job for the same amount of 
time? 
37. Is this individual employed in a subsidized job? 
_ Yes, _ No 
38. Does this employee have the same job assignments as other employees 
who have been on the job for the same amount of time? 
Yes, No 
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DEFINITION OF 
TRAINING VARIABLES FOR 
WORKER TRAIT CHARACTERISTICS 
Overall job performance: 
Quantity of work: 
Dependability: 
Responsibility to others: 
Tolerance: 
Consistency: 
Individual overall functioning with regard 
to effectiveness. 
Amount of work completed daily by the 
individual. 
Individual is reliable on the job, able to 
make sound decisions within the scope of 
work assigned. 
Others can count on individual to give help 
when they need her/him within the scope of 
his/her employment. 
Respects others or the boss's practices in 
defined way to do the job. Doesn't think 
only her/his way is the right way to do a 
job. 
Holds to the same good practice or standard 
of job performance over time. 
Capacity for time 
consideration: Moves right along to get the job done. 
Doesn't consistently waste time by taking 
excess amount of time to do simple job. 
Positive attitudes and 
interests: 
Realistic expectations: 
Self-dependence: 
Motivation: 
Individual is upbeat about the job, doesn't 
bad mouth everything all the time. 
Individual understand what he/she can or 
cannot do on the job. 
Individual does not need constant supervi¬ 
sion on the job. 
Individual has that inner drive which helps 
get the job done. Doesn't need boss to con¬ 
stantly remind her/him to keep busy on the 
job. 
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Willingness to learn and 
perform job tasks: Moves easily from one job assignment to 
another. 
Respect for authority/boss: Does what he/she is told to do without 
argument. 
Respect for property: Doesn't waste material; trustworthy around 
equipment and supplies. 
Attendance: Shows up for work on a regular basis 95%- 
100% of the time. 
Call employer if going to be 
late or unable to work: Lets employer know ahead of time if she/he 
is unable to work scheduled time. 
Tries hard; Individual does the best job she/he can on 
a regular basis. 
On time: Individual is not late for work, or from 
getting back from lunch or breaks. 
Able to get along with 
others/co-workers: Individual is friendly and adds to a spirit 
of team participation on the job. Does not 
cause problems with co-workers. 
Gives a day's work for 
a day's pay: Self-explanatory 
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Table 19 
Raw Data: Individual Student Responses 
Student number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Year of 
Graduation 85 84 85 85 84 84 85 85 84 85 85 85 84 84 84 Age 18 17 17 20 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 20 18 18 
Q1 EF EP EF EF EF EF EF EF EF EF EF EF NFE M M Q2 1 3 2 3 3 1 3 1 3 1 1 3 _ 2 2 Q2A 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Q3 F F A A F D A D D E D A _ _ _ 
Q4 Y Y Y Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y — _ _ 
Q5 0 0 0 0 E 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 — _ _ 
Q6 C C A C A C B C A D D C - — _ 
Q7 A A A A A A A A A A A A - - — 
Q8 B A A C A A B C C B B C - - — 
Q9 4 3 4 4 5 4 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 - - 
Q10 4 5 4 3 5 5 4 3 5 5 5 5 5 - - 
Qll(TDR) 5 5 4 3 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 - - 
Q12(TDR) 4 4 4 3 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 - - 
Q13(TDR) 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 - - 
Q14(TDR) 5 2 4 3 3 3 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 - - 
Q15(TDR) 5 5 5 3 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 - - 
Q16 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 - - - 
Q17 4 4 2 4 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 - - - 
Q18 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 - - - 
Q19 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 - - - 
Q20 3 4 5 3 5 5 4 4 5 4 5 4 - - - 
Q21 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 - - - 
Q22 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 - - - 
Q23 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 - - - 
Q24 4 4 5 3 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 - - - 
Q25 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 - - - 
Q26 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 4 - - - 
Q27 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 - - - 
Q28 4 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 - - - 
Q29 4 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 - - — 
Q30 3 5 4 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 - - — 
Q31 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 - — 
Q32 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 — - 
Q33 3 5 4 3 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 — - 
Q34 4 4 4 3 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 5 — — 
Q35 4 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 — 
Q36 M M M M M M M M M M M M M M M 
037 B B B B B B A B B B A B B 
■” 
038 A B B B A A A G A A B A A 
— 
— 
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Table 19 - Continued 
Student number 
Year of 
16 17 18 19 20 
Graduation 84 85 84 85 85 
Age 18 18 18 18 18 
Q1 EF EF EF EF EF 
Q2 2 3 1 2 1 
Q3 A F E D E 
Q4 Y N Y Y Y 
Q5 0 0 0 0 0 
Q6 A B C C B 
Q7 A A A A A 
Q8 D C B B A 
Q9 4 3 5 4 3 
Q10 4 5 3 4 3 
Qll(TDR) 5 4 5 5 5 
Q12(TDR) 5 4 5 5 4 
Q13(TDR) 5 4 5 5 4 
Q14(TDR) 5 4 4 5 5 
Q15(TDR) 5 5 5 4 5 
Q16 4 5 4 5 5 
Q17 5 3 4 5 5 
Q18 5 4 5 5 4 
Q19 5 5 4 5 4 
Q20 5 4 4 4 4 
Q21 5 4 4 5 4 
Q22 5 4 4 4 4 
Q23 5 3 4 5 4 
Q24 5 5 4 5 4 
Q25 5 5 4 5 4 
Q26 5 4 4 5 4 
Q27 5 4 4 5 4 
Q28 5 4 4 5 4 
Q29 5 5 4 5 4 
Q30 5 4 5 5 4 
Q 31 5 5 4 5 5 
Q32 5 5 4 5 4 
Q33 5 5 4 5 5 
Q34 5 5 4 5 4 
Q35 5 5 4 5 5 
Q36 M M M M M 
Q37 B A B B B 
Q38 D A A A B 
21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 
84 85 84 84 85 85 84 85 84 85 
18 18 18 18 18 19 17 19 19 17 
EF EF EF NFE NFE EF EF EF EF EF 
3 3 3 - - 1 1 3 1 3 
F E F - - A B F D A 
N Y N - - Y Y Y Y Y 
F 0 F - - 0 0 0 0 0 
B D A 
- 
- C C C B D 
A A A - - A A B A A 
A B B - - B A B B B 
4 3 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 
5 5 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
4 5 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 4 
4 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 
4 4 5 5 4 5 4 5 4 5 
4 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 4 5 
5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 N/A 
4 4 5 - - 4 5 4 4 5 
5 5 4 - - 5 4 4 5 4 
5 4 5 - - 5 5 4 5 4 
5 4 5 - - 5 5 4 5 5 
4 5 4 - - 4 4 4 5 5 
5 4 5 - - 5 4 4 5 4 
5 4 4 - - 5 4 4 5 4 
4 5 5 - - 5 5 4 5 5 
4 5 5 - - 5 4 4 4 5 
5 5 5 - - 4 5 4 5 5 
5 4 5 - - 4 5 4 5 5 
5 5 5 - - 5 5 4 5 5 
4 5 5 - - 5 5 4 4 5 
5 5 5 - - 5 5 4 5 5 
5 5 5 - - 5 5 4 5 4 
5 5 5 - - 5 5 4 5 5 
4 5 5 - - 5 5 4 5 5 
5 5 5 - - 5 5 5 5 5 
4 5 5 - - 5 5 5 5 5 
4 5 5 - - 5 5 4 5 5 
M M F F M M M M M M 
B A B B B B B B B B 
A D B A A C B A B C 
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Table 20 
Raw Data: Individual Employer Responses 
Employer number31 
Type of Busi- 
32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 
ness 
Years in 
— — 30 10 92 10 10 10 20 10 10 10 - - - 
Business - - 10 15 40 18 20 11 25 5 10 30 
Q1 — - Y N N Y Y N N Y N N _ Q2 - - A A C B A D C A C A Q3 - 
- B B B B B B B B B B _ Q4 - - D D B B B D A A B B 
Q5 - - B B B B B C B B B B 
Q6 - - B A B B A A A B A B — _ 
Q7 - - B B B B A A A B B B — — 
Q8 - - N N N N N N N N N N — _ — 
Q9 - - 3 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 2 2 — — _ 
Q10 - - 4 3 3 2 2 3 2 2 3 3 _ — 
Qll(TDR) - - 5 4 3 4 2 2 5 4 4 3 — — _ 
Q12(TDR) - - 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 5 4 - — — 
Q13(TDR) - - 4 3 4 4 3 2 5 4 4 4 - - — 
Q14(TDR) - - 4 3 3 4 3 3 5 5 4 3 - — — 
Q15(TDR) - - 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 - - - 
Q16 - - 3 3 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 - - - 
Q17 - - 2 4 4 3 4 3 4 5 3 4 - - - 
Q18 - - 1 5 4 3 5 4 5 5 4 4 - - - 
Ql 9 - - 2 4 3 4 4 4 5 5 4 5 - - - 
Q20 - - 1 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 - - - 
Q21 - - 2 3 4 4 5 2 4 4 4 4 - - - 
Q22 - - 2 5 4 3 5 3 5 4 3 4 - - - 
Q23 - - 2 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 5 - - - 
Q24 - - 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 - - - 
Q25 - - 3 3 3 3 3 2 5 4 4 3 - - - 
Q26 - - 3 4 3 3 3 3 5 3 4 4 - - - 
Q27 - - 3 4 3 4 4 3 5 4 4 5 - - - 
Q28 - - 5 4 3 4 4 3 5 4 4 5 - - - 
Q29 - - 4 4 2 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 - - - 
Q30 - - 1 5 4 3 5 3 5 5 4 4 — — 
Q31 - - 5 5 4 3 5 4 4 5 4 4 — — — 
Q32 - - 4 5 4 4 5 3 4 4 4 5 — “ 
Q33 - - 4 5 4 3 5 4 5 4 4 5 — 
Q34 - - 3 5 4 4 5 3 3 4 4 5 — “ 
Q35 - - 3 5 3 3 5 3 5 4 4 5 
Q36 - - L L M E E E M M E M — 
Q37 - - N N N N N N N N N N 
Q38 - - Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y " 
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Table 20 — Continued 
Employer number46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 ”56 57 58 59 ~60 lype of Busi¬ 
ness 10 91 70 60 30 80 50 95 10 80 40 10 75 Years in 
Business 20 20 10 5 2 25 50 10 18 26 3 20 10 Q1 Y N N N N Y . Y N - — Y N N N N Q2 B B C C B D B D - - A B A B D Q3 B B B B C C B B - — B B B B B Q4 D B B B A B D A - — B B B B A Q5 B B B B A B B B - - B B B B B Q6 B A A B B B C A - - A B B A A Q7 B B A B B B C A - — A B B B A Q8 N N N N N N N N - - N N N N N Q9 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 - - 3 2 2 3 3 Q10 2 1 3 3 3 2 2 2 - — 3 2 2 3 2 Qll(TDR) 4 3 5 4 5 5 5 4 - - 4 5 4 4 5 Q12(TDR) 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 - - 4 5 4 4 5 
Q13(TDR) 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 - - 4 5 4 4 4 
Q14(TDR) 4 3 5 4 5 5 4 4 - - 3 5 4 4 5 
Q15(TDR) 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 - - 5 5 5 4 5 
Q16 4 4 5 4 5 5 4 4 - - 4 4 4 4 4 
Q17 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 - - 4 5 4 4 5 
Q18 4 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 - - 4 4 4 4 5 
Q19 4 3 4 4 4 5 4 5 - - 4 5 4 4 4 
Q20 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 - - 4 5 4 4 5 
Q21 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 - - 4 5 4 4 4 
Q22 4 4 4 3 4 5 4 4 - - 3 4 3 5 4 
Q23 3 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 - - 4 5 4 4 5 
Q24 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 - - 3 4 4 4 4 
Q25 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 - - 3 4 4 5 4 
Q26 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 5 - - 4 4 4 4 5 
Q27 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 - - 4 5 4 5 5 
Q28 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 - - 4 4 4 5 5 
Q29 4 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 - - 4 4 4 5 5 
Q30 4 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 - - 4 5 4 5 5 
Q31 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 - - 4 5 5 5 5 
Q32 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 - - 4 5 4 5 5 
Q33 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 - - 4 5 3 5 5 
Q34 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 - - 4 5 4 5 5 
Q35 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 - - 4 5 4 5 5 
Q36 M E E M E M E L - - L M E E M 
Q37 N N N N N N N N - - N N N N N 
Q38 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y — — Y Y Y Y Y 
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Table 21 
Raw Data: Mean Scores For Student Responses 
Survey 
Question 
Student 
Special 
(Ss) 
Standard 
Deviation 
(Ss) 
Student 
Regular 
(Sr) 
Standard 
Deviation 
(Sr) 
Q9 4.2 .599 4.0 
.655 Q10 4.5 .776 3.9 .799 Qll(TDR) 4.5 .707 4.7 .480 Q12(TDR) 4.5 .707 4.5 .519 
Q13(TDR) 4.5 .527 4.5 .519 
Q14(TDR) 4.4 .843 4.7 .480 
Q15(TDR) 4.6 .630 4.8 .363 
Q16 4.3 .483 4.5 .519 
Q17 4.2 .919 4.5 .660 
Q18 4.5 .527 4.6 .506 
Ql 9 4.4 .516 4.7 .480 
Q20 4.4 .699 4.3 .480 
Q21 4.4 .516 4.5 .519 
Q22 4.2 .422 4.3 .480 
Q23 4.6 .516 4.5 .660 
Q24 4.5 .707 4.5 .519 
Q25 4.6 .516 4.7 .480 
Q26 4.3 .483 4.5 .519 
Q27 4.9 .316 4.7 .480 
Q28 4.7 .483 4.5 .519 
Q29 4.8 .422 4.8 .439 
Q30 4.6 .516 4.7 .418 
Q31 4.9 .316 4.8 . 376 
Q32 4.6 .516 4.7 .480 
Q33 4.5 .707 4.9 .277 
Q34 4.3 .675 4.8 .439 
Q35 4.8 .422 4.8 .439 
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Table 22 
Raw Data: Mean Scores For Employer Responses 
Survey Employer Standard Employer Standard 
Question Special Deviation Regular Deviation 
(Es) (Es) (Er) (Er) 
Q9 - - — n 
Q10 - - - — 
Qll(TDR) 3.6 1.075 4.4 .650 
Q12(TDR) 4.0 .471 4.6 .506 
Q13(TDR) 3.7 .823 4.5 .519 
Q14(TDR) 3.7 .823 4.2 .725 
Q15(TDR) 4.4 .516 4.8 .439 
Q16 3.6 .699 4.2 .439 
Q17 3.6 .843 4.0 .577 
Q18 4.0 1.247 4.4 .506 
Q19 4.0 .943 4.2 .555 
Q20 3.2 .919 4.0 .577 
Q21 3.6 .966 4.0 .408 
Q22 3.8 1.033 3.9 .641 
Q23 3.5 .850 4.4 .650 
Q24 3.5 .527 3.8 .439 
Q25 3.3 .823 4.2 .555 
Q26 3.5 .707 4.1 .494 
Q27 3.9 .738 4.4 .506 
Q28 4.1 .738 4.4 .506 
Q29 4. 1 .876 4.5 .519 
Q30 3.9 1.287 4.4 .650 
Q31 4.3 .675 4.7 .480 
Q32 4.2 .632 4.6 .506 
Q33 4.3 .675 4.5 .660 
Q34 4.0 .816 4.5 .519 
Q35 4.0 .943 4.6 .506 
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Table 23 
Frequency Distribution Of 
Special Needs Learner’s Responses (Ss) 
For 
Worker Trait Characteristics and Vocational School Training Categories 
Worker Trait Characteristics: 
Very 
Good Good Fair Poor 
Very 
Poor 
16 Overall -job performance 3 9 0 0 0 
17 Quantity of my work 4 7 0 1 0 
18 Dependability 5 7 0 0 0 
19 Responsibility to others 4 8 0 0 0 
20 Tolerance 5 5 2 0 0 
21 Consistency 4 8 0 0 0 
22 Capacity for time consideration 3 9 0 0 0 
23 Positive attitudes and interests 6 6 0 0 0 
24 Realistic expectations 6 5 1 0 0 
25 Self-dependence 7 5 0 0 0 
26 Motivation 3 9 0 0 0 
27 Willingness to learn and 
perform job tasks 9 3 0 0 0 
28 Respect for authority/boss 8 4 0 0 0 
29 Respect for property 9 3 3 0 0 
30 Attendance 7 4 1 0 0 
31 Calls employer if going to be late 
or unable to work 10 2 0 0 0 
32 
Tries Hard 7 5 0 0 0 
33 On time 7 3 2 0 0 
34 Able to get along with others/ 
co-workers 4 7 1 0 0 
35 Gives a day's work for a day's pay 9 3 0 0 0 
Vocational School Training 
Categories: 
9 Academic courses subjects 4 8 1 0 0 
10 Tools and equipment used at the 
vocational school 8 3 2 0 0 
11 Technical Knowledge 9 3 1 0 0 
12 Work attitude 6 6 1 0 0 
13 Work quality 7 6 0 0 0 
14 Overall vocational training 7 2 3 1 0 
15 Relative trade preparation 
compared to co—workers who did 
not attend a vocational school 10 2 1 0 0 
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Table 24 
Frequency Distribution Of 
Non-Special Needs Learner's Responses (Sr) 
For 
Worker Trait Characteristics and Vocational School Training Categories 
Worker Trait Characteristics: 
Very 
Good Good Fair Poor 
Very 
Poor 
16 Overall job performance 6 7 0 0 0 
17 Quantity of my work 7 5 1 0 0 
18 Dependability 8 5 0 0 0 
19 Responsibility to others 9 4 0 0 0 
20 Tolerance 4 9 0 0 0 
21 Consistency 6 7 0 0 0 
22 Capacity for time consideration 4 9 0 0 0 
23 Positive attitudes and interests 8 4 1 0 0 
24 Realistic expectations 7 6 0 0 0 
25 Self-dependence 9 4 0 0 0 
26 Motivation 7 6 0 0 0 
27 Willingness to learn and 
perform iob tasks 9 4 0 0 0 
28 Respect for authority/boss 7 6 0 0 0 
29 Respect for property 10 3 0 0 0 
30 Attendance 9 4 0 0 0 
31 Calls employer if going to be late 
or unable to work 11 2 0 0 0 
32 
Tries Hard 9 4 0 0 0 
33 On time 12 1 0 0 0 
34 Able to get along with others/ 
co-workers 10 3 0 0 0 
IS Rives a dav's work for a day's pay 10 3 0 0 0 
Vocational School Training 
Categories: 
15 Relative trade preparation 
compared to co-workers who did 
not attend a vocational school 12 0 
176 
Table 25 
Frequency Distribution Of 
Special Needs Learner's Employer Responses (Es) 
For 
Worker Trait Characteristics and Vocational School Training Categories 
Worker Trait Characteristics: 
Very 
Good Good Fair Poor 
Very 
Poor 
16 Overall job performance 0 7 2 1 0 
17 Quantity of my work 1 5 3 1 0 
18 Dependability 4 4 1 0 1 
19 Responsibility to others 3 5 1 1 0 
20 Tolerance 0 4 5 0 1 
21 Consistency 1 6 1 2 0 
22 Capacity for time consideration 3 3 3 1 0 
23 Positive attitudes and interests 1 4 4 1 0 
24 Realistic expectations 0 5 5 0 0 
25 Self-dependence 1 2 6 1 0 
26 Motivation 1 3 6 0 0 
27 Willingness to learn and 
perform job tasks 2 5 3 0 0 
28 Respect for authority/boss 3 5 2 0 0 
29 Respect for property 3 6 0 1 0 
30 Attendance 4 3 2 0 1 
31 Calls employer if going to be late 
or unable to work 4 5 1 0 0 
32 
Tries Hard 3 6 1 0 0 
33 On time 4 5 1 0 0 
34 Able to get along with others/ 
co-workers 3 4 3 o • 0 
35 Gives a day's work for a day's pay 4 2 4 0 0 
Vocational School Training 
Categories: 
11 Technical Knowledge 2 4 2 2 0 
12 Work attitude 1 8 1 0 0 
13 Work quality 1 6 2 1 0 
14 Overall vocational training 2 3 5 0 0 
15 Relative trade preparation 
compared to co-workers who did 
not attend a vocational school 4 6 0 0 0 
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Table 26 
Frequency Distribution Of 
Non-Special Needs Learner’s Employer Responses (Er) 
For 
Worker Trait Characteristics and Vocational School Training Categories 
Worker Trait Characteristics: 
Very 
Good Good Fair Poor 
Very 
Poor 
16 Overall job performance 3 10 0 
17 Quantity of my work 2 9 2 0 0 
18 Dependability 5 8 0 0 0 
19 Responsibility to others 3 9 1 0 0 
20 Tolerance 2 9 2 0 0 
21 Consistency 1 11 1 0 0 
22 Capacity for time consideration 2 8 3 0 0 
23 Positive attitudes and interests 6 6 1 0 0 
24 Realistic expectations 0 10 3 0 0 
25 Self-dependence 3 9 1 0 0 
26 Motivation 2 10 1 0 0 
27 Willingness to learn and 
perform job tasks 5 8 0 0 0 
28 Respect for authority/boss 5 8 0 0 0 
29 Respect for property 6 7 0 0 0 
30 Attendance 6 6 1 0 0 
31 Calls employer if going to be late 
or unable to work 9 4 0 0 0 
32 
Tries Hard 8 5 0 0 0 
33 On time 8 4 1 0 0 
34 Able to get along with others/ 
co-workers 7 6 0 0 0 
35 Gives a day's work for a day's pay 8 5 0 0 0 
Vocational School Training 
Categories: 
11 Technical Knowledge 6 6 1 0 0 
12 Work attitude 8 5 0 0 0 
13 Work quality 6 7 0 0 0 
14 Overall vocational training 5 6 2 0 0 
15 Relative trade preparation 
compared to co-workers who did 
not attend a vocational school 11 2 0 0 0 
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